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ABSTRACT
How Do Higher Education Teaching and Learning Centers Contribute
to an Institutional Culture of Assessment?
Tracey Jean Beckley

Teaching and learning centers in higher education are often charged with providing faculty
development programming in support of overarching institutional goals related to effective
teaching and assessment of student learning. Using the theoretical frameworks of Maki and
Weiner as a launch pad, this exploratory case study examines how two teaching and learning
centers have provided services, implemented programming, and strategically affected
cultural change among faculty and other stakeholders in support of an institutional culture of
assessment. The study revealed four thematic strands to consider when developing practical
ways for teaching and learning centers to contribute to a culture-building endeavor in support
of institutional goals related to assessment and continuous improvement.
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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction
Culture of assessment is a term routinely used by educational administrators and
accrediting bodies, but the term is difficult to operationalize, and institutional units often have
difficulty knowing how to contribute to its creation and ongoing promotion pragmatically. Such
work is contextual and requires a solid understanding of how various stakeholders perceive the
value and application of assessment practices. As shown in Figure 1 below, the term assessment
often conjures up a variety of concepts, and this study aims to help articulate how institutions can
leverage their teaching and learning centers to support faculty in achieving desired outcomes for
students, faculty, and administrators.

Figure 1: Assessment (word cloud). Montana State University Billings. Retrieved April 10, 2022,
from https://www.msubillings.edu/assessment/assessment.htm.

Purpose of the Study
Teaching and learning centers in higher education are often charged with providing
faculty development programming to support overarching institutional goals related to effective
1

teaching and assessment of student learning. This study examined how two teaching and
learning centers have attempted to provide services, implement programming, and affect cultural
change among faculty and other stakeholders in support of an institutional culture of assessment.
The results revealed practical ways that these service units can contribute to a culture-building
endeavor in support of institutional goals with assessment.
Research Question
The research question for this study was: How do higher education teaching and learning
centers contribute to an institutional culture of assessment? By interviewing key stakeholders at
two research-intensive higher education sites showing evidence of strong assessment practices, I
sought to identify specific ways that teaching and learning centers have influenced the culture of
assessment at various levels.
Significance of the Study
The Higher Learning Commission requires in Criterion Four (Teaching and LearningEvaluation and Improvement) that institutions “demonstrate responsibility for the quality of
educational programs, learning environments, and support services”. Institutions must evaluate
their effectiveness for student learning through processes designed to promote continuous
improvement. As such, teaching and learning centers have a responsibility to the institution to
contribute to achieving these goals via relevant programming, services, and other activities.
While accreditation requirements were a catalyst factor for this study, it is important to note that
it was not the primary focus. To the contrary, the context for this work was centered on how
teaching and learning centers can practically and systematically help support institutions in
meeting their goals of cultivating a culture of assessment.
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Summary
Chapter 1 introduces the study by articulating the purpose of the research, the specific
research question that was evaluated, and the overall significance of the topic’s context.
Chapter 2 presents a summary of literature to date related to assessment’s role in
accreditation with particular attention to the term culture of assessment, incorporating the
theoretical frameworks of Maki (2010) and Weiner (2009). While these frameworks differ
significantly in their level of specificity and focus, this chapter explains how these differing
perspectives were used jointly to frame the study. In addition, the potential role of teaching
and learning centers in promoting cultural change was explored. Chapter 3 discusses the
methodology implemented in this qualitative case study approach, including the research
strategy and data collection/analysis procedures. Chapter 4 presents the research findings,
and Chapter 5 discusses how these results are relevant to both current understanding and
future research on this topic.

3

CHAPTER TWO
Literature Review
While most educators consider student learning and success meaningful, some
universities determine that other drivers are more paramount to immediate accountability (e.g.,
accreditation). Institutions in this situation may find it difficult to focus on the achievement of
student learning outcomes rather than on meeting accreditation standards. This chapter discusses
the importance of creating a pervasive culture of assessment throughout an institution, provides a
working definition and identification of a culture of assessment using two frameworks, and
explores the potential role of teaching and learning centers in these initiatives.
Assessment and Accreditation in Higher Education
Requiring institutions of higher learning to show evidence of strong assessment practices
has been part of the accreditation process for over twenty years. Within the United States, it is
estimated that over 94 percent of higher education institutions have assessment activities in place
(Palomba & Banta, 1999). While most institutions seeking accreditation have achieved their
accreditation goal, why do so many organizations still seem to struggle with the concept of a
culture of assessment? The definition and interpretation of this term have evolved over the
years. Initially, many assessment activities were coordinated primarily by departmental chairs,
assistant/associate deans, and other administrators and focused mostly on secondary performance
data from students, alumni, and employers. The next movement in the accreditation process
involved the creation of program-level plans aimed at measuring student learning on a more
focused basis. While faculty were consulted, these plans were still often managed mainly by
administrators, and the implementation of these plans was challenging due to simplistic
processes and a lack of time and resources (Lane, Lane, Rich & Wheeling, 2014).
4

The conversation has continued to evolve over the last ten years, and updated goals
related to “student learning outcomes,” “assurance of learning,” and “institutional effectiveness”
exist in many college campus strategic plans. There has been an associated evolution in the
expectations of accrediting bodies, with an expectation that measurements are in place at the
program level (including general education programs) that evaluate student outcomes and are
then systematically used to inform curricular changes in the pursuit of continuous improvement
(Lane et al., 2014).
Outcomes-based assessment practices are described by several noted authors (Banta &
Associates, 2002; Bresciani, 2011; Palomba & Banta, 1999), and assessment is often
distinguished from grades, program reviews, and key performance indicators (Huba & Freed,
2000; Suskie, 2009). The critical steps bookending an outcomes-based assessment model are to
define the specific learning goals and then end with changes to student learning (Martell &
Calderon, 2005). However, as Marques and Garrett (2012) explained, “simply introducing
resistant faculty to a model…does not lead to sustainable change” (p. 217). Faculty face many
time and resource constraints, and many lack a clear understanding of assessment practices and
purposes (Bresciani, 2011). As Martell (2005) advised, sometimes there must be a champion to
help stimulate conversation and influence change related to assessment practices.
The American Association for Higher Education (AAHE) and other entities provide a
spectrum of resources related to assessment, such as rubrics, reference materials, and information
on best practices. However, there is limited guidance on establishing a culture of assessment that
will sustain itself beyond accreditation to continually assess student achievement and maintain a
quality improvement initiative across many levels (Ndoye & Parker, 2010). “Many higher
education institutions have managed only small and incremental steps on their journeys toward
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sustainability, confronted by both complexity and embedded resistance to change” (Tilbury &
Wortman, 2008, p. 5).
Culture of Assessment
As noted assessment scholar Trudy Banta and associates (2002) described, a culture of
assessment refers to the embedded values and belief systems jointly demonstrated by
stakeholders of an institution influencing assessment practices on their campus. A culture of
assessment is further defined as “an organizational environment in which decisions are based on
facts, research, and analysis, and where services are planned and delivered in ways that
maximize positive outcomes and impacts for customers and stakeholders” (Lakos & Phipps,
2004, p. 352). This type of assessment culture can guide meaningful change continually (Lakos
& Phipps, 2004) for institutions that seek a high return on investment for teaching and learning
interventions. Creating this type of assessment culture requires continuous learning, strategic
decision making, prioritization of the allocation of resources, and strong accountability measures.
Establishing an effective assessment system at any level requires a shared conceptual
understanding, a standard definition of assessment, and a clear articulation of assessment
expectations and assessment results (Bresciani, 2005).
The assessment culture matrix (Higher Learning Commission, 2003) identified three
stages of development within an assessment culture: beginning, progress, and maturation. This
matrix described each stage in relation to seven factors that are relevant to assessment systems:
collective and shared values, mission, faculty, administration/board, students, resources, and
structures (Ndoye & Parker, 2010). Ndoye and Parker found that the guiding principles of
institutions with mature cultures of assessment are internally driven, focusing on the
achievement of learning outcomes rather than accreditation-related goals.
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Although cultures of assessment in higher education are often linked to promoting
student learning, statistical evidence exploring the impact has been slow to emerge (Fuller et al.
2016). In more recent research, efforts have been made to empirically demonstrate the presence
of such cultures analytically. Specifically, a 2018 study provided statistical evidence of four
distinct cultures (or mindsets) of assessment among faculty members: Culture of Student
Learning, Culture of Compliance, Culture of Fear, and the Evolving Student Learning Culture
(Skidmore et al. 2018). This study took a person-centered versus variable-centered approach,
which means that the researchers identified sub-groups of individuals based on their similarities
on a set of variables (versus examining relations among variables). As hypothesized by the
researchers, the most prevalent faculty group identified was the Culture of Student Learning with
43.7% of respondents falling into this category.
Maki’s framework. Maki (2010) described a culture of assessment somewhat broadly
and conceptually. Maki’s Principles of an Inclusive Commitment defined institutional
partnerships that can operate in harmony to indicate a commitment to the assessment of student
learning. Maki wrote that an inclusive commitment to assessment of student learning is
established when it is (1) meaningfully anchored in the educational values of an institutionarticulated in a principles of commitment statement; (2) intentionally designed to foster
interrelated positions of inquiry about the efficacy of education practices among educators,
students, and the institution itself as a learning organization; and (3) woven into roles and
responsibilities across an institution from the chief executive officer through senior
administrators, faculty leaders, faculty, staff, and students. Maki (2010) elaborated by giving
examples of institutional anchors that can help cultivate an environment where there is an
ongoing commitment to assessment, rather than just a periodic “check-a-box” review of
fragmented activities. These include areas such as accountability, accreditation, access to
7

resources, focus on student learning and Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (SoTL), and
shared responsibility across the organization.
The most noteworthy tool discovered to operationalize Maki’s definition is the Survey of
Assessment Culture (Fuller, 2011; 2012; 2014), which collects information about the status of
institutional contexts and assessment culture of U.S. college and university campuses. Built on
Maki’s framework, the Survey of Assessment Culture is a catalyst for dialogue into what a
culture of assessment looks like, why it exists, and how it evolves over time. Fuller (2011)
defined a culture of assessment explored in the survey as “the overarching ethos that is both an
artifact of the way in which assessment is done and simultaneously a factor influencing and
augmenting assessment practice” (p. 4). By seeking a more pragmatic perspective, the survey
questions explore six areas articulated to capture Maki’s conceptual view:
(1) Shared Institutional Commitment;
(2) Clear Conceptual Framework for Assessment;
(3) A Cross Institutional Responsibility;
(4) Transparency of Findings;
(5) Connection to Change-Making Processes;
(6) Recognition of Leadership or Involvement in Assessment.
In addition to these core areas, an additional construct has been considered in recent years to
capture Similarities and Differences between Multiple Organizational Leadership Groups. This
seventh construct is still under investigation and has not been officially added to Fuller’s
conceptual framework noted above. It is also interesting to note that three versions of the survey
highlight similarities and uniqueness between higher education faculty, student success staff, and
administrators' perspectives on assessment.
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Weiner’s framework. In contrast to Maki (2010) and in search of a more functional
description, Weiner (2009) defined a culture of assessment as the extent to which “the
predominating attitudes and behaviors that characterize the functioning of an institution support
the assessment of student learning outcomes” (p. 28). In her analysis, a culture of assessment
can be evaluated against fifteen significant elements:
(1) general education goals;
(2) common use of assessment terms;
(3) faculty ownership;
(4) ongoing professional development;
(5) administrative support and understanding;
(6) practical, sustainable assessment plans;
(7) systematic assessment;
(8) student learning outcomes;
(9) comprehensive program review;
(10) assessment of co-curricular activities;
(11) institutional effectiveness;
(12) information sharing;
(13) planning and budgeting;
(14) celebration of success;
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(15) new initiatives.
Weiner’s model focuses on undergraduate education and assumes that student learning is the
primary goal of assessment practices.
A strong assessment culture is often assumed to be a benefit. However, “an assessment
culture can be strong while also being detrimental to student learning” (Fuller, 2011, p. 5). A
strong culture of assessment is typically associated with increased involvement in assessment
processes, but this can negatively affect stakeholders if they are more committed to compliance
with external mandates than on student success. Assessment processes are often criticized
(particularly by faculty) for being overly consumed with bureaucratic goals (Driscoll & De
Noriega, 2006). Therefore, it is important to establish a balance between the assessment culture
and true anchors of assessment (Maki, 2010). Marques and Garrett (2012) further asserted that a
focus on improving student learning as opposed to meeting accreditation requirements is critical
to the success of assessment processes.
Wilton and Methot (2020) published an interesting article analyzing a survey on faculty
perceptions of a newly implemented assessment process on a small campus in Canada. They
compared survey results with an analysis of reports submitted to assessment committees over a
four-year period to ascertain whether the culture focused more on student achievement or
meeting compliance goals. Their analysis demonstrated three key things. First, faculty
considered the core skills they developed more important than the assessment process itself.
Second, faculty articulated more value on sharing with colleagues during the assessment process
versus the artifacts generated. Finally, while there was a high level of engagement, “there (was)
resistance from some colleagues regarding workload, institutionalization, and the level at which
data (were) collected and collated” (Wilton & Methot, 2020, p. 3).
10

Role of Teaching and Learning Centers in Promoting Cultural Change
Anderson-Fletcher (2005), noted that successful implementation of assessment initiatives
is more likely to be attained with a faculty-directed process. More input from faculty in the
assessment practices of an institution can translate into faculty taking more interest in the
achievement of student learning outcomes and an increased willingness to implement
recommended curricular changes (Stivers & Phillips, 2009). Success often depends on
leadership that can clearly articulate assessment expectations, secure faculty development and
training funding, and establish appropriate incentive structures for faculty to participate in this
programming (Bresciani, 2005; Huba & Freed, 2000; Martell, 2005). The development of a
culture of assessment depends on the ability of the institution to facilitate open dialogue, provide
relevant faculty development programming, promote faculty ownership of the process, and
create support networks that promote experimentation (Eder, 2005). Sustainability requires
providing a clear rationale for assessment activities, addressing faculty concerns, engaging the
campus community, and establishing an incentive structure to encourage participation (Gray,
2010).
At many higher education institutions, teaching and learning centers are uniquely
positioned as hubs of such educational reform. Specifically, these centers “connect disciplines,
resources, and educational constituents in order to support instructors and move institutional
initiatives forward” (Wright et al., 2018, p. 39). As noted by Singer (2002), the two most
significant contributions teaching and learning centers can make to an organization are (1)
maintaining high-profile, credible, campus-wide conversations focused on innovative learning
and teaching and (2) providing quality support for all instructors regardless of experience level.
The Center for Research on Learning and Teaching (CRLT) at the University of Michigan (UM)
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in Ann Arbor was established in 1962 and is the oldest teaching center within the higher
education arena. At the University of Michigan, there is no single office dedicated to assessment
initiatives, but the CRLT has a long history of both curricular reform and assessment. The
CRLT emphasizes this work because it can contribute to effective student learning (Cook &
Kaplan, 2011).
The literature on teaching centers increasingly recognizes the importance of collaborating
with faculty and administrators on both curriculum design and assessment (Frantz, Beebe, Horvath,
Canales, & Swee, 2005; Sorcinelli, Austin, Eddy, & Beach, 2005). Sorcinelli and colleagues
advised that involvement in assessment issues is critical for faculty development professionals.
Diamond (2005) identified teaching centers as ideal “institutional change agents” in many areas.
However, there is still room for improvement in the provision of programming offered by teaching
and learning centers. First, as Sorcinelli and colleagues pointed out, there is a disconnect between
the high priority center directors place on curriculum and assessment initiatives and the limited
number of actual services many offer in these areas. Second, when programming is provided in
these areas, workshops and other interventions are more targeted at classroom-level activity than at
the program or institutional level (Frantz et al., 2005). As Wehlburg (2008) explained, “Many
institutions still have little interaction between those who collect and report assessment data and
those who focus on improving teaching and learning” (p. 10).
Significant research has indicated why teaching centers are well-positioned to support
institutional effectiveness activities (Cook & Kaplan, 2011). Banta (1997) explained why
stakeholders may not initially engage, including lack of faculty support and insufficient results
orientation. Research suggests that administrators more robustly support curricular improvement
and assessment initiatives when they believe that they are internally driven based on internal
12

need (rather than external pressures), that they can have personal involvement in design and
implementation, and when the resulting activities can influence institutional change (Welsh &
Metcalf, 2003b). Likewise, similar faculty research demonstrated that emphasizing the practical
application of assessment data and real results from improvement efforts are critical to obtaining
buy-in (Welsh & Metcalf, 2003a). As Cook & Kaplan suggested, teaching centers can play
important roles in fostering all of these dynamics:
Staff at teaching centers typically have much experience working with academic
administrators and faculty on critical assessment-related tasks, such as defining local
instructional needs, helping faculty work collaboratively, facilitating conversations and
events that will prompt curricular enhancements, and providing resources to support
follow-up and implementation of changes (p. 123).
Based on ethical standards surrounding the work of teaching and learning centers, most of these
units focus on formative rather than summative assessment for instructors. These are activities
aimed at assisting instructors on reflecting on experiences and on improving their teaching over
time. In these situations, the instructors maintain both control and privacy regarding their
professional development activities (POD Network, n.d.). However, teaching and learning
centers are natural champions for improving teaching effectiveness (Sacks et al., 2021) because
they are well positioned to document institutional engagement in formative assessment (Wright et
al., 2017) and advise institutions on structures and systems for evaluating teaching effectiveness.
Summary
As noted by Shepard (2000), some assert that educators should change their cultural
practices to look at assessment as a “source of insight and help” rather than a way to reward and
punish performance. One challenge, as articulated by Fuller (2011), is that while the literature on
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assessment advocates for the advancement of a culture of assessment, “little mention is made about
the logic underlying how precisely a culture of assessment influences student learning” (p. 6).
Regardless of the institutional motivation, the achievement of a culture of assessment is often
dependent upon change agents to promote a paradigm shift (Lane et al., 2014). Teaching and
learning centers are uniquely positioned within higher education institutions to offer pedagogical
support, professional development, and other interventions to contribute to this type of culture
change. As explained, the two frameworks of Maki (2010) and Weiner (2009) provide very
different approaches to defining culture of assessment. This study explored two teaching and
learning centers and the activities undertaken to support a culture of assessment on campus.
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CHAPTER THREE
Methodology
The goal of this research was to understand better and articulate ways in which
teaching and learning centers can help contribute to an institutional culture of assessment
within the higher education arena. In terms of research design, Nachmias and Nachmias
(1992) have suggested that a plan should be developed to “guide the investigator in the
process of collecting, analyzing, and interpreting observations” (pp. 77-78). Likewise, one
might consider the research design as a blueprint to help answer four critical questions:
what questions to investigate, what data are most relevant to tell the story, what data
should be collected, and finally, how the data should be analyzed (Philliber, Schwab, &
Samsloss, 1980).
Methodological Framework
As Robert Yin (2003) explained, the first and most important condition for differentiating
among various research strategies is to identify the type of research question being asked. In
general, “how” and “why” questions are likely to favor the use of case studies, experiments, or
histories (Yin, 2003). The next step is to determine the extent of the investigator’s control over
and access to actual behavioral events. According to Yin, “The case study is preferred in
examining contemporary events, but when the relevant behaviors cannot be manipulated” (p. 7).
Based on this distinction, a comparative case study methodology was recommended for this
study. Specifically, two teaching and learning centers were studied to determine how they have
helped foster a culture of assessment at their respective institutions. Schramm and Roberts
(1971) indicated that the purpose of a case study is to investigate a decision or set of decisions:
why they were taken, how they were implemented, and to what end.
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Researcher perspective. Created in 2013, the Teaching and Learning Commons (TLC)
at West Virginia University provides academic support and resources to empower all who teach.
The unit, founded partly at the recommendation of two Faculty Senate committees (see
Appendices A and B), promotes an evidence-based approach that incorporates creativity,
collaboration, innovation, and balance. TLC staff collaborate with campus partners to assist
instructors in enhancing their teaching, whether on campus or online, to ultimately deepen
student learning. The TLC initially promoted a tagline of “Collaboration from Concept to Class”
with the following core operational goals:
•

Collaborate with WVU stakeholders to foster an environment of outstanding teaching and
learning across the University;

•

Provide resources and frameworks to facilitate innovative and effective instruction;

•

Design engaging, inventive, and accessible learning experiences styled to enhance
instructional effectiveness;

•

Explore, enhance, and support technology to meet the evolving needs of classroom and
learning space users;

•

Create and implement outreach and communication strategies to further the TLC as an
academic resource hub for the WVU community;

•

Promote recognition of the TLC as a leader in the higher education arena.

In August 2014, West Virginia University (WVU) received an action letter (see Appendix C)
from the Higher Learning Commission stating that the institution needed to realign assessment
responsibilities to better “demonstrate a culture of assessment across the University and its
constituencies,” but no specific guidance was provided to elaborate on this directive. In 2015,
the Teaching and Learning Center at WVU took primary responsibility for this initiative. This
requirement has fueled an ongoing conversation among faculty, staff, and administrators on
16

campus about the definition, creation, and support of such a culture and some debate as to which
units are best positioned to help operationalize this vision.
Under my role as the Executive Director of the Teaching and Learning Commons at that
time, a new Director of Academic Excellence and Assessment (AEA) was named in June 2016 to
provide university-wide leadership and consultation for colleges in the areas of quality
assurance, assessment, and program evaluation. The director worked with stakeholders to
establish institutional priorities, develop assessment protocols, and assist colleges to evaluating
and increasing course and program effectiveness. He coordinated the program review process
and was responsible for reporting on assessment-related activities. He also worked with WVU
faculty, administrators, and academic units to assess student learning, evaluate educational
initiatives, and the scholarship of teaching and learning (SoTL). For example, this director
assessed items, such as the impact of teaching with technology, curricular and program impact,
and related aspects of the assurance of student learning. The goal was to promote a learnercentered, data-driven, design-based approach to institutional assessment. (Note: In 2019, this
position was elevated to the role of Assistant Provost for Curriculum and Assessment.)
This study was intended to help the TLC further define and foster a culture of
assessment in practical ways that can be measured, tracked, and ultimately improved. Based
upon the results of this research study, a plan has evolved to further infuse this pillar of scholarly
activity across the existing structure of instructional design (Learning Design and
Transformation unit) and faculty development (Teaching Support and Advancement unit)
programming under the umbrella of the WVU Teaching and Learning Commons. In the eyes of
many administrators, being able to articulate and provide evidence to support a pragmatic view
of the culture of assessment is key to institutional success in meeting such a requirement.
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Therefore, this study may be applied to a wide range of higher education institutions facing
similar challenges.
As a teaching and learning center director, I found it harder than I originally anticipated
to keep these case study interviews clearly focused versus turning into collegial conversations
that could quickly wander off topic. I also had to be careful to not introduce my own biases into
the interview process, and I used bracketing techniques to mitigate the effects of preconceptions
I may have had given my own personal experiences. In some cases, I immediately repeated what
I thought I was hearing to make sure I was being true to the interviewee’s intent. I also tried to
avoid making any judgment statements regarding the value of concepts introduced during the
interviews. Whenever possible, I validated information collected in interviews through website
and document analysis.
Case Study Selection Process. The external websites of twenty college and university
teaching and learning centers within the United States were initially analyzed for consideration to
be further studied. Given WVU’s affiliation with the Big XII Teaching and Learning Conference
(and an ongoing desire of WVU administration to reference this peer group), all institutions
within the Big XII conference (excluding WVU) were considered. In addition, several
institutions referenced in previous WVU Faculty Senate committee reports mentioned earlier
were considered (see Appendix C). These institutions were selected to add credibility to the
study with internal stakeholders. Finally, an initial literature review identified two additional
institutions with a significant history of teaching and learning interventions that were included to
present a holistic view of the spectrum of services available. Table 1 below summarizes the
institutions selected for this review and the criteria used in the determination. The websites were
reviewed in February and March of 2016, and data were taken from the Carnegie Classification
of Institutions of Higher Education (Indiana University Center for Postsecondary Research, n.d.).
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Table 1
Institutions Selected for Initial Analysis
Institution Name

Location

Type

Carnegie
Research
Class

Institution
Enrollment

Inclusion
Criteria

Higher
Research
Activity
Higher
Research
Activity

16,263

Big 12 Peer

9,648

Baylor University

Waco, Texas

Private

Duquesne University

Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania

Private

Iowa State University

Ames, Iowa

Public

Highest
Research
Activity

34,435

Kansas State University

Manhattan,
Kansas

Public

24,766

Oklahoma State
University

Stillwater,
Oklahoma

Public

Highest
Research
Activity
Higher
Research
Activity

WVU Faculty
Senate
Committee
Report
Big 12 Peer;
WVU Faculty
Senate
Committee
Report
Big 12 Peer

25,962

Big 12 Peer

The Ohio State
University

Columbus, Ohio

Public

Highest
Research
Activity

58,322

Regional Peer

Penn State University

University Park,
Pennsylvania

Public

Highest
Research
Activity

47,040

Regional Peer

Princeton University

Princeton, New
Jersey

Private

Highest
Research
Activity

8,088

Rutgers University

New Brunswick,
New Jersey

Public

Highest
Research
Activity

48,378

Stanford University

Stanford,
California

Private

Highest
Research
Activity

16,963

Texas Christian
University

Fort Worth, Texas

Private

10,033

Texas Tech University

Lubbock, Texas

Public

Higher
Research
Activity
Highest
Research
Activity

Elite research
institution known
for focus on
undergraduate
experience and
quality teaching
practices
WVU Faculty
Senate
Committee
Report; Pilot
participant in
ACUE
professional
development
program
WVU Faculty
Senate
Committee
Report
Big 12 Peer

35,158

Big 12 Peer
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Teaching
Center
Name (as of
February/
March
2016)
Academy for
Teaching and
Learning (ATL)
Center for
Teaching
Excellence
Center for
Excellence in
Learning and
Teaching
(CELT)
Teaching &
Learning Center
(TLC)
Institute for
Teaching &
Learning
Excellence
(ITLE)
University
Center for the
Advancement
of Teaching
(UCAT)
Schreyer
Institute for
Teaching
Excellence
The McGraw
Center for
Teaching &
Learning

Center for
Teaching
Advancement
& Assessment
Research
(CTAAR)

Center for
Teaching and
Learning (CTL)
Koehler Center
for Teaching
Excellence
Teaching,
Learning, and
Professional

University of Kansas

Lawrence, Kansas

Public

Highest
Research
Activity

27,180

Big 12 Peer;
WVU Faculty
Senate
Committee
Report
Regional Peer

University of Maryland

College Park,
Maryland

Public

Highest
Research
Activity

37,610

University of Michigan

Ann Arbor,
Michigan

Public

Highest
Research
Activity

43,625

University of Oklahoma

Norman,
Oklahoma

Public

Highest
Research
Activity

27,261

Historical
perspective on
teaching &
learning support
services and
strategies*
Big 12 Peer

University of Pittsburgh

Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania

Public

Highest
Research
Activity

28,617

Regional Peer

University of Texas at
Austin

Austin, Texas

Public

Highest
Research
Activity

51,313

Big 12 Peer

University of Virginia

Charlottesville,
Virginia

Public

Highest
Research
Activity

23,732

Regional Peer

Virginia Tech

Blacksburg,
Virginia

Public

Highest
Research
Activity

31,224

Regional Peer;
WVU Faculty
Senate
Committee
Report

Development
Center
(TLPDC)
Center for
Teaching
Excellence
(CTE)
Teaching &
Learning
Transformation
Center (TLTC)
Center for
Research on
Learning and
Teaching
(CRLT)
Center for
Teaching
Excellence
(CTE)
Center for
Instructional
Development &
Distance
Education
(CIDDE)
The University
of Texas at
Austin
Learning
Sciences
Center for
Teaching
Excellence
(CTE)
Center for
Instructional
Development
and Educational
Research
(CIDER)

Website Review Approach and Findings
During the preliminary website analysis, I reviewed each center’s core mission/vision and
focused on three main areas. First, the administrative structure of each center was reviewed to
determine the scope of services provided, staffing levels, funding models used (if provided), and
organizational relationship to other units. Second, each center was reviewed to determine what
evidence of impact was noted based on available programming and evaluation efforts. Finally,
each center’s site was explored to determine ways it promoted assessment and its value to
stakeholders on campus through major initiatives, programming, online resources, etc.
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During this website analysis, a main finding was that the selected centers vary
considerably in size and scope. For example, some centers (such as Kansas State University) had
a relatively small staff (in some cases under 5 employees). In contrast, others had a much more
robust team (a few over 30 staff members). In terms of services offered, smaller centers tended
to focus more on traditional faculty professional development efforts (e.g., workshops,
consultations, resource provision, etc.) Larger centers (such as Oklahoma State University)
provided a broader spectrum of assistance, branching into areas such as instructional design
services, multimedia support, and academic/classroom technology support. Most of the centers
reviewed were organizationally positioned with close ties to the Provost Office/Academic Affairs
unit of the institution. However, that information was not readily available in every case.
In terms of service provision, most centers reviewed incorporated faculty voices into the
planning and implementation of professional development programming. In many centers, this
relationship was formalized through an officially recognized role such as “Faculty Fellow”,
“Peer Consultant”, or “Ambassador”, while in other situations, it was leveraged more broadly
within faculty learning communities, interest/working groups, or seminar experiences. All
reviewed centers provided some opportunity to faculty to consult with staff members, although
the naming conventions did vary. These conversations were held as part of the classroom
observation process or during course design projects in some situations. Likewise, all the centers
provided online resources to faculty on a wide spectrum of teaching topics such as active
learning, teaching large classes, assessment strategies, and educational technology.
Based on a review of the twenty profiles provided in Appendix D, teaching and learning
centers at two public institutions were selected for further qualitative study. Both chosen
institutions were ranked as “highest research activity” and demonstrated evidence of assessmentrelated activity within their teaching and learning center programming. Another main factor was
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that both centers demonstrated involvement in a specific initiative, self-study, or similar activity at
the institutional level that was identified as promoting a culture of assessment. A final selection
criterion considered was the structural similarity of the center to my home institution of West
Virginia University. This was included to increase the likelihood of the transferability of findings
my ongoing professional endeavors. One significant difference between the two centers selected
is that one provided a spectrum of services under one organizational umbrella. In contrast, the
other center had a smaller direct staff and relied much more on collaboration with other units
across the institution to accomplish its goals. As Yin (2003) described, the replication logic of
including a second center with a different organizational span of control allowed for a richer
analysis by comparing and contrasting findings.
Research Strategy
Given that limited formal research had been conducted on this specific topic to date, this
was designed as an exploratory comparative case study. An exploratory design is generally
recommended to address a research problem when few or no earlier studies are available. The
focus is on gaining insights and familiarity for later investigation and is undertaken when
problems are in a preliminary stage of the investigation. In this case, a rationale and direction
were initially established for the study. Still, there was an expectation that themes would emerge
during the process that were impossible to predict beforehand. As recommended by Yin (2003),
this type of case study is used to explore those situations in which the intervention being
evaluated has no clear, single set of outcomes. In this study, the unit of analysis being
considered was selected higher education teaching and learning centers and their direct
constituents. To interpret findings, the case study results (coded for main themes) were
interpreted in the context of the two different frameworks discussed previously: Maki (2010)
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and Weiner (2009). Therefore, the specific interview questions were based primarily on these
two selected frameworks.
Research question. The following research question was used to guide this case study:
How do higher education teaching and learning centers contribute to an institutional culture of
assessment? The term “culture of assessment” was included given its frequent use by accrediting
bodies when evaluating educational quality and institutional effectiveness. In this case, I was
particularly interested in identifying specific approaches and programming championed by
teaching and learning centers that have a broad impact on perceptions of assessment across the
institution.
Data sources and collection procedures. The primary research protocol employed in
this case study was a semi-structured, open-ended interview. This technique was selected to
engage the interviewee in focused conversation about the topic and allow the flexibility to probe
areas of response that may have been unanticipated. According to Bernard (2013), semistructured interviewing is useful when the researcher will get only one chance to interview
someone and wishes to have some flexibility in the data collection process. This option provided
a clear guide for the interviewer to collect reliable, comparable qualitative data while allowing
the ability to explore unique areas of response using follow-up questions.
Multiple stakeholder interviews were conducted between 2019 and 2021 with individuals
affiliated with the selected centers. The focus of these interviews was on capturing perceptions
of individuals closely tied to the work of these teaching and learning centers. As shown in Table
2 below, this study included individuals in roles such as teaching and learning center leadership,
teaching and learning center staff, and faculty fellows (or faculty otherwise closely connected
with center-directed activities). In consultation with each center director, specific interviewees
were selected to provide a clear picture of the teaching and learning center’s contribution to an
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assessment culture at a particular location. Previously, two site visits to Institution B provided
valuable insights into the evolving scope of its teaching and learning center. (For this reason, the
total number of formal interviews conducted was lower at Institution B.) In addition to the
primary data source of interviews, documentation collected at each site functioned as secondary
sources of information. For example, items collected included a range of items such as
organizational charts, strategic plans, brochures, accreditation documentation, workshop
materials, website information, etc.

Table 2
Case Study Participant Breakdown
Institution A

Institution B

Center Director*

Center Director/ Associate Provost*

Associate Director*

Senior Director*

Assistant Director, Assessment/Curriculum Design*

Senior Program Coordinator*

Faculty (3)*

Senior Advisor/Faculty*

High-level Administrator for Online Education*

Manager (Online Programs)

Consulting Staff (2)*

Teaching Consultation Staff (4)

* interview(s) conducted
The questions developed for the interview guide were informed by the frameworks of
Maki (2010) and Weiner (2009) and are listed in Table 3 below. Each one was mapped to the
framework element(s) considered most likely to be evidenced by that question. However, it was
not anticipated that all elements of both frameworks would be evidenced at each site. For
example, a teaching and learning center may not have direct involvement in how resources are
planned and budgeted at the larger institutional level. In this study, I started with broad, open24

ended questions to determine what each center considered paramount to its mission. This
approach also allowed for elements that may not be captured in one of these two selected
frameworks. The frameworks were then used in the analysis of the data to determine what
evidence was provided as to how each center is contributing to a culture of assessment.

Table 3
Interview Questions Mapping to Frameworks
Question

Framework Elements

1. Describe the mission and goals of your teaching and learning
center? How was it created, and how does it support the goals

Maki (M1, M2);
Weiner (W11)

of the larger organization? (Secondary Documentation
Example: Strategic Plan)
2. How is your teaching and learning center organized (including
where it falls within the larger organization)? What types of

Maki (M2); Weiner
(Various)

services are offered? (Secondary Documentation Example:
Organizational Chart)
3. How specifically does your teaching and learning center
address the topic of student learning at this institution? Can
you describe some of the key activities and resources you
have made available related to providing evidence of student
learning? (Secondary Documentation Example: Website)
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Weiner (W2);

4. How (to what extent) is the teaching and learning center

Weiner (W7)

involved in accreditation activities? (Secondary
Documentation Example: Accreditation Report)
5. How do you think most faculty at your institution perceive
assessment overall in terms of purpose and value? How about

Weiner (W5); Maki
(M1, M3)

administrators? (Secondary Documentation Example: Faculty
Survey)
6. What role(s) at your institution would you consider responsible Weiner (W3);
for the development and sustainability of a culture of

Maki (M3)

assessment? Why? With whom do you collaborate on
assessment-related initiatives? Can you provide an example of
how this has occurred? (Secondary Documentation Example:
Brochure outlining collaborative effort on campus)
7. How are institutional assessment-related activities coordinated
on your campus? How is assessment-related information
communicated? How does the teaching and learning center
directly participate in the following activities:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

Professional development on assessment topics (W4)
Creation and evaluation of assessment plans (W6)
Program review (W9)
Co-curricular activities (W10)
Information sharing (W12)
General Education Curriculum initiatives (W1)
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Weiner (Various)

8. How do you believe the culture of assessment on campus

Weiner (W8, W14)

influences student learning? How do you know if things are
going well? (Secondary Documentation Example: Email from
Provost noting significant achievement)
9. Is there anything else you would like to comment on that we

Various

have not yet addressed?

The interview process was implemented as follows:
•

Each of the teaching and learning centers was contacted to ensure a willingness to
participate in this study. It was initially anticipated that these interviews would all be
conducted face-to-face at the subject institutions, which was the case for the first
institution selected. However, due to concerns related to Covid-19, interviews at the
second institution were conducted remotely via Zoom.

•

Each center director received an email indicating that the purpose of the study was to
better understand the role of teaching and learning centers and was asked to identify the
additional stakeholders (staff, faculty, etc.) whom they believed were best suited to
represent their respective institutions. Appointments were scheduled accordingly.

•

Interviews were conducted and a contracted third-party agent transcribed sessions. Basic
biographical information (including name, email address, phone number, years of higher
education experience, institutional role, academic discipline, and gender) was collected
for each interviewee.

•

As appropriate, supporting documentation (both physical and electronic) was obtained
during the interview process as evidence of concepts/topics discussed.
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•

Transcriptions of each interview session were reviewed against the original recordings
for accuracy checking purposes. This was an effort to ensure the credibility and validity
of the findings. Each interviewee received a thank you book (valued under $25) in
appreciation for participation in the study.

•

Additional communications (follow up questions, transcription clarifications, etc.) were
handled on a case-by-case basis.
Analysis procedures. As shown in Figure 2, Miles and Huberman (1994) define

qualitative analysis as consisting of concurrent flows of activity: data collection, data
reduction/condensation, data display, and conclusion drawing/verification” (p. 12). Data
reduction is an important step in the analysis, as it enables the researcher to focus and organize
data to reach evidence-based conclusions and verify results. Tesch (1990) explains, that this step
can also be viewed as “data condensation.”

Figure 2. Components of Data Analysis (Miles & Huberman, 1994).
This ongoing cycle of activity associated with data condensation, data display, and making
conclusions often feeds back into the data collection process, and that was the case in this
situation. At both campus locations, the earlier interviews conducted with center staff members
and faculty provided valuable context as to what programming and services were deemed most
relevant to supporting a culture of assessment. A cursory review of these earlier interview
28

results provided the ability to dig deeper into specific areas during the center director interviews.
This emergent design offered flexibility to explore the reasoning behind certain decisions that
were made at each respective center. For example, at one institution a comment was made about
the best ways to incentivize faculty to participate in professional development programming. By
later leveraging this information during the center director interview, additional insights were
obtained that might not have been offered otherwise.
After each interview, a contact summary sheet was completed for each interviewee to
capture the main concepts, themes, issues, and any questions that arose during that conversation.
Transcription files from the semi-structured, open-ended interviews were imported into NVivo
qualitative data analysis software for further evaluation and data display. Interview responses
were then analyzed with a focus on meaning and were coded/categorized using a content analysis
technique. The coding of the text’s meaning into categories made it possible to quantify how
often specific themes emerged and to what degree. I then developed a starting code list informed
by the theoretical frameworks of Maki (2010) and Weiner (2009) to compare the case study
institutions.
Specifically, evidence was identified regarding how the respective teaching and learning
center activities support a culture of assessment as suggested by these differing frameworks. For
example, a comment related to the provision of faculty resources to clarify assessment language
was coded as evidence of Weiner’s element “Common Use of Assessment Terms.” In contrast, a
comment regarding forming partnerships that stress shared accountability mapped to Maki’s
Principles of an Inclusive Commitment framework as articulated by Matthew Fuller (2011).
When specifically noted, I coded data to distinguish between course-level, program-level, and
institutional-level initiatives and outcomes. This enabled me to determine the scope of impact
each teaching and learning center demonstrates. This approach allowed me to analyze the
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relationships between higher-level assessment (e.g., program review) and the more granular
work related to course student learning and outcomes assessment. The contact summary sheets
were then used to suggest new or revised codes and to document themes not previously
identified.
NVivo’s memo feature was utilized during the coding process to capture thoughts related
to emerging themes and to link to secondary resource files (e.g., websites). Supporting
documents such as organizational charts, strategic plans, and workshop descriptions were
evaluated within the context of the individual interview being conducted and were used to
triangulate and corroborate evidence from interview data. For example, if an interviewee
referenced robust faculty development programming offered by a center, supporting data sources
such as event listings, brochures, and website links were evaluated to provide evidence of these
activities. Likewise, an interviewee’s assertion that a center was involved with assisting faculty
in developing assessment plans was supported by an example outcome document from these
interactions. As referenced by Bowen (2009), “document analysis yields data- excerpts,
quotations, or entire passages- that are then organized into main themes, categories, and case
examples specifically through content analysis” (p. 28). These findings were documented and
combined with the interview response data noted above within NVivo in order to answer the
stated research question and to draw conclusions.
The culminating step in the process was to develop conclusions, recommendations, and
implications based on the evidence collected. The data collected was initially compared against
the two frameworks to determine how these centers have contributed to a culture of assessment
at their respective institutions. Based on further content analysis, a core set of four themes
emerged to help explain the primary ways these teaching and learning centers have positioned
their contribution to this work. Specific examples from each institution were captured to
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illustrate how the theme was identified during each interview conversation. Table 4 below
summarizes how the research question was answered.

Table 4
Summary of Research Design Components
Research
Question
How do
higher
education
teaching
and learning
centers
contribute
to an
institutional
culture of
assessment?

Data Source(s)
Semi-structured, openended interviews
(primary)
Supporting
documentation such as
websites, organizational
charts, workshop
materials, program
evaluations, etc.
(secondary)

Collection
Procedures
1) Design
Comparative Case
Study Protocol:
interview
questions informed
by the frameworks
of Maki (2010)
and Weiner (2009)
2) Individual
interviews were
scheduled,
conducted, and
recorded
3) Supporting
documentation
(both physical and
electronic) was
obtained during
the interview
process as
evidence of
concepts/topics
discussed
4) Interviews were
transcribed by a
third party
5) Transcripts
were reviewed
against original
recordings for
accuracy
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Analysis
1) Interview responses were
coded/categorized using the
content analysis technique
2) Supporting
documentation was
analyzed as evidence
of key points
referenced during
interviews (e.g.,
websites provided
evidence of faculty
development activities
and other services)
3) Interview results were
reviewed and coded for
main themes. Four main
themes emerged.
4) Conclusions and
implications were developed
based on evidence collected.

Considering the lack of previous research on this topic and the broad context of the topic,
it was difficult to know the specific themes to be identified in advance and their relative
importance. Therefore, this study utilized an emergent design, which included data collection
and analysis procedures that evolved throughout the study based on evidence gathered in earlier
stages. As discussed by Given (2008), “Within the broader framework of qualitative research,
emergent design procedures are closely associated with the broad goal of induction because
success in generating theories and hypotheses often depends on a flexible use of research
methods” (p. 245). This flexibility in approach provided the ability to investigate unanticipated
ways centers influence assessment cultures.
As noted earlier, information obtained from center staff members and faculty helped
inform more targeted conversations during the center leadership interviews at each location. For
example, at one institution both staff and faculty commented specifically about the importance of
strong mentoring programs and course (re)design initiatives. These points were then shared
during the center leadership interviews and additional context was gathered. Likewise, in both
cases, the interviewees pointed to specific website resources and commented on their perceived
significance to faculty. Having the center staff and institutional faculty identify most relevant
resources through their own lens was helpful, and this feedback helped guide probing questions
as the interviews progressed. Also, being able to bring comments from previous interviews into
the director conversations allowed for clarification and further expansion of themes. For
example, at one location a faculty member commented on a spirit of trust that had developed
regarding the center’s work. When this information was shared during the director interview,
more information was obtained about the importance of clearly positioning roles and the
messaging around the purpose of assessment.
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CHAPTER FOUR
Findings
As Maki (2010) established, to determine whether an assessment culture exists within an
institution, the observer should evaluate the predominating attitudes and behaviors that support
the assessment of student learning outcomes across courses, programs, and ultimately the entire
organization. To this end, the two teaching and learning centers selected for this study both
offered a robust spectrum of programs and services for instructors, faculty members, postdoctoral students, and graduate teaching assistants to explore this important topic. This was
strongly evidenced across the series of interviews conducted and was also substantiated through
an in-depth review of each center’s website and supporting documentation collected during
interviews. Each interview was transcribed and initially coded to determine which elements of
the selected frameworks were organically identified during the discussion as related to teaching
and learning center activities. In addition, center websites were reviewed for articulation of these
elements. Table 5 below summarizes the primary framework elements that were explicitly
articulated and reinforced across multiple respondents (at least half of the total interviewees) and
at both institutions.

Table 5
Culture of Assessment Framework Elements Articulated by Teaching and Learning Centers
Element

Framework

Respondents Identifying

Ongoing Professional Development

Weiner

13

Faculty Ownership

Weiner

13

Maki

12

Shared Institutional Commitment
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Student Learning Outcomes
A Cross Institutional Responsibility
Celebration of Success
Clear Conceptual Framework for Assessment
Common Use of Assessment Terms

Weiner

11

Maki

10

Weiner

8

Maki

7

Weiner

7

It is important to note that the absence of a framework element above does not
necessarily indicate its nonexistence at the respective institution. However, it indicates that the
element was not explicitly identified in the data collection process by most respondents as a
teaching and learning center priority. Given their placement as “service units” within the
organization, both centers focus primarily on the professional development and capacity building
opportunities they most directly support. Initially, I anticipated comparing the two centers on a
point-by-point basis. However, in reviewing the evidence collected, it became apparent that the
two were overwhelmingly similar in their general philosophies and selected program areas. Both
centers function within high-enrollment public institutions, offer faculty a wide spectrum of
professional development programming, and are well supported by their respective Provost
Offices. Therefore, a different approach became more useful in identifying four key themes
(summarized in Table 6 below) that emerged across the two centers that could be of value to
teaching and learning professionals promoting a culture of assessment. The number of
respondents identifying each theme as well as the count of specific references, is provided to
give insight as to how pervasive each theme was during the interview process. Following the
coding breakdown, examples of each theme (see Tables 7-10) are provided to illustrate the
variety of concepts noted. In addition, specific quotes and explanations for each theme are
offered to give additional context and respondent perspective.
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Table 6
Interview Coding Results
Theme

Respondents Identifying

Specific References

Programs, Services, and Resources

13

72

Purpose and Perception

13

59

Partnerships and Positioning

11

51

Procedures and Processes

9
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Relevant Programs, Services, and Resources
Table 7
Examples of Programs, Services, and Resources Identified
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Consultations, Workshops, Learning Communities, Course (re)design institutes,
Seminar Series;
Assessment is communicated as integral to the course design/delivery process;
Programming should stress alignment;
Interdisciplinary opportunities;
Incentivized participation when appropriate;
On-demand resources such as reference websites, pre-recorded webinars/videos, and
templates;
Events such as New Faculty Orientation, New Graduate Teaching Assistant
Orientation, Assessment Conferences;
Midterm feedback surveys in addition to end of semester evaluations;
Mentoring (especially for newer faculty)
SoTL programming/support;
Badging/Endorsements

As noted by Weiner (2009), faculty members are not born with an innate knowledge of
how to assess student learning outcomes. While some will accumulate this expertise on their
own through conferences or colleagues, an institution should offer ongoing professional
development opportunities to build an understanding of assessment concepts and then increase
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this competence intentionally over time. Both centers consulted in this study consider
themselves “service units” and provide a wealth of professional development opportunities for a
spectrum of instructors (including tenure-track faculty, adjunct instructors, and graduate teaching
assistants) such as workshops, learning communities, cohort-based seminar series, grant
programs, course (re)design institutes, etc. In addition, both centers offer various instructorfocused services to promote excellence in teaching. These range from interactive teaching
support services (consultations, mentoring programs, instructional design assistance, etc.) to
more on-demand resources such as pre-recorded webinars/videos, assessment plan
templates/examples, recommended reading lists, and various web pages that explore topics such
as Classroom Assessment Techniques (CATs). It was clearly evidenced through the interviews
and website analysis that providing professional development opportunities is a top priority for
these centers.
With this baseline understanding, I then probed further into the specific way assessment
is woven into the fabric of professional development opportunities. For example, at both
institutions, assessment is seldom isolated as a separate process but rather, it is clearly
communicated as integral to the course design (and delivery) process. As one center leader
summarized:
I was initially asked to do a series of assessment workshops, travel around and do this
dog and pony show about assessment around our campuses. After doing that for a while,
I realized that faculty were often angry from the beginning. They didn’t want to be there
because they didn’t understand the bigger purpose…My assessment of the whole thing
was that they were mad because you can’t assess a course that isn’t well designed… They
end up with numbers that don't mean anything. They don't even know what they're
collecting or why. They're collecting because you want something, and then they give
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you something that you don't want-- so closing the loop is absolutely impossible. They
see it as a useless process. I finally said, I'm going to stop doing that. I'm done with that.
What I want to do is to teach people (the principles of) good course design.
Similarly, at the second institution, a center staff member indicated that “we constantly
have conversations about basic course design processes. (Instructors) should clearly articulate the
goals and objectives that they want students to accomplish in terms of their learning.” She further
shared that the next step is to determine what opportunities are provided to students to
demonstrate that they've acquired the anticipated skills and abilities. This sets to the stage for the
course design work. This individual further articulated that a critical consideration is how to
ensure alignment between what faculty want students to know/ be able to do and the
opportunities given to demonstrate that students have acquired the knowledge, skills, and
abilities. She shared that “to some instructors, this is an entirely different way of thinking.” It is
interesting to note that while backward design was the most popular course design methodology
discussed during these interviews, there were other frameworks mentioned (such as ADDIE,
significant learning redesign, and decoding the disciplines). One senior staff member shared
that, “I think backward design makes sense to most faculty. It’s a little simpler and not as
prescribed as other models, and I think it can be transformational for them.” Regardless of the
specific methodology selected, the key appears to be showing the connectivity between the steps
of curriculum design and the demonstrated achievement of student learning outcomes.
Another key programming element that became apparent across both institutions is the
promotion of inter-disciplinary professional development opportunities. For example, one
institution demonstrated great pride in their new faculty mentoring program. Specifically, one
involved faculty member indicated that “we need people who are really well known for their
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teaching to mentor new faculty coming into the university.” She went on to explain that they
decided early on that they would purposefully match new faculty with individuals not from their
home departments. This supported an environment of trust and collegiality that was free from
concerns of internal evaluation. Another faculty member observation was that “it’s not about the
content but it’s about how you think about your teaching and how students best learn. It’s about
strategies and techniques.” Both individual mentoring relationships and new faculty cohorts
established on criteria other than discipline (such as teaching large section or general education
courses) were favored over department-specific initiatives. In terms of culture creation,
individuals from both institutions believed that the cross-sharing of successes and challenges
across disciplines helped foster a broader commitment to student success across the institution.
A particularly interesting discussion emerged from these interviews around incentivizing
participation in professional development opportunities. Both institutions experimented with
financial and workload release methods to encourage faculty involvement in various
programming. However, the reaction to these experiences was mixed across the respondents.
One center staff member shared the following perspective:
Let's not incentivize this way by paying cash into people's pockets. I think that’s
damaging to the whole reflective process, especially when they're doing it to get to check
a box rather than to actually engage with us in a meaningful way.
However, the center director at this institution felt that providing financial incentives for
completing a course redesign institute was a much-needed sign of administrative institutional
support. An alternative way of incentivizing faculty development shared is through granting
badges or endorsements to document completion of select professional learning programs. At
both institutions, credentials are available to faculty/instructors across a spectrum of topics such
as inclusive teaching, teaching information literacy, online course delivery, technology-enhanced
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instruction, etc. It is important to note that these professional development opportunities
typically require some type of deliverable to demonstrate that the learning outcomes have been
achieved, versus being received solely based on participation. This further supports a culture of
reflection and continuous improvement across the faculty and instructor base. Of course, these
credentials are only deemed as valuable as the institutional structures (e.g., annual review,
promotion, and tenure processes) recognize the achievement to be.

Purpose and Perception

Table 8
Examples of Purpose/Perception Concepts Identified
•
•
•
•
•
•

Assessment is not expressed as the end goal, but rather as a means to continuous
improvement;
Messaging is very important (seek encouraging and supportive tone);
High quality teaching is viewed as an integral component of the institution’s mission;
Shared institutional commitment is critical to a culture of assessment;
Assessment is linked to a culture of learning from both the student and the faculty
member perspectives;
Strong emphasis on promoting a positive and supportive culture
Recognizing that both institutions provide a buffet of professional development

opportunities for instructors, I then looked more deeply into how these professional development
opportunities and related messages are constructed, communicated, and valued within the
respective institutional contexts. It was clear at both institutions that high quality teaching is
viewed as an integral component of the institution’s mission. Being able to assess this teaching
effectiveness and the attainment of student learning outcomes was often intertwined in these
interview conversations. As one center director expressed:
I believe things really changed (for us) when our president decided that raising the
reputation of the university as a teaching institution was important. (At that time), we
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knew we were a Research 1 institution, but we didn’t have as much of a reputation for
our teaching…He wanted everybody to engage (even faculty who’d been here more than
30 years) and to continue their professional learning.
The perception that effective teaching is an institutional priority is key to capturing and
maintaining the attention of all stakeholders. While teaching and learning centers are paramount
to spreading this message, it is most effective when the responsibility is shared across the
organization. As one center director expressed regarding this focus:
I think that it’s an ethos and it just exists now. It didn't when I first got there. It really
didn't. But I'm seeing it in the Deans’ meetings. I see it with the whole new crop of Vice
Provosts… There's an Associate/Assistant Deans and Chairs meeting once a semester,
and the topic usually comes up there too. I think that it's hard to quantify, except to say
that I see it in all these places now.
As Maki (2010) indicates, having this shared institutional commitment is critical to a culture of
assessment. Likewise, Weiner (2009) asserts that if faculty members think that administrators
view assessment as a fad that will go away, they are less likely to engage in the process.
When the concept of assessment is discussed within these respective centers, its purpose
is clearly linked to the culture of learning from both the student and the faculty member
perspectives. In fact, while the term assessment was used, the associated work was more
consistently presented in the broader sense of continuous improvement. That is, assessment was
not expressed as the end goal, but rather as a means to the end of mutual learning. At one
institution, a faculty member shared that it was about looking at her practices and the things she
does in the classroom through the lens of improvement. What is working? How do I know it’s
working? What doesn’t seem to be working and what evidence supports that perspective? At
the second institution, a faculty respondent noted the following:
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It’s like the analogy between a student-centered approach to teaching and a
content/teacher-centered approach. I have this content that I need to deliver. If the
students can essentially regurgitate or tell me what I think they need to know on an exam,
then some would say they’ve demonstrated mastery. However, the enduring ability
associated with those competencies is always in question. If I take a learner-centered
approach, then students need to understand how to apply that knowledge, skill, ability,
and/or attitude. How can I make sure that’s happening and how can it get better?
To assist instructors in the pursuit of continuous improvement, both institutions champion
mid-semester survey tools (more actively than summative student evaluations of instruction) that
provide valuable insights into what’s working well and what challenges students may be
experiencing. One center leader commented as to why he felt this focus promotes a culture of
assessment at his university:
In my view, this promotes a culture of assessment because you're assessing your course at
the halfway point with the idea that you can make adjustments to your course to benefit
your students' learning… I think often when people hear the word assessment, they think
about these big reports that they give to the administration. But all of these big reports
rest on things that come first, right? In my experience, students of all ranks are very
astute in their observations about their learning experience. And it's really very
informative for faculty.
In support of this spirit of continuous improvement, both centers stay closely in tune with
how their unit’s work is perceived by faculty. Staff, leadership, and faculty all shared concerns
that faculty members could feel threatened by so-called teaching experts intervening in their
work, especially if their role is evaluative. To promote a positive and supportive culture, both
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centers mentioned specific efforts in messaging advocacy and maintaining confidentiality as
demanded by the POD Ethical Guidelines for Educational Developers. As one center staff
member indicated:
I believe there is some fundamental insecurity for most faculty members around the fact
that they've built their skills bootstrapping on practical experience. So then if you have a
designated “expert” come in (to observe), I think that's incredibly threatening. I use a
line repeatedly (with faculty), and that is I am an advocate and ally for their success. I'm a
partner in making them a freaking rock star in the classroom!

Positioning and Partnerships
Table 9
Examples of Positioning and Partnership Concepts Identified
•
•
•
•

Importance of center work being viewed as supportive versus evaluative;
Faculty ownership and buy-in is critical;
Include the “faculty voice” in center programming decisions and strategic planning;
Embrace diversity of thought/ differing perspectives across stakeholders (e.g., libraries,
information technology, colleges, Provost Office, etc.)

It is important to note that both center directors were very aware that how they position
their work in the eyes of both administration and faculty is critical to success. As one center
director shared:
There is a problematic model that people often assign to teaching centers, in that they are
much like writing centers. You send the writers who are struggling and aren’t very good
to the Writing Center to remediate them. Teaching centers are often viewed in a similar
way with regards to instruction. To the contrary, our goal is to situate all faculty so that

42

they can meaningfully and safely engage in instructional (re)design efforts wherever they
may be along the spectrum.
Leadership and staff at both centers stressed the importance of being viewed as
supportive versus evaluative, and they were sensitive to concerns about their center’s scope
being seen as primarily remedial or compliance related. This concern was especially noted when
asked about assessment practices and associated consultations. Earning the trust and support of
faculty was stressed as a priority by staff members at both centers, as they highlighted the
ongoing contributions of faculty fellows/partners that are instrumental in center decision making
and programming. These efforts vary considerably and range from official appointments of 2550% time to less intense commitments such as being part of a faculty learning community to
provide input into center programming decisions. As Weiner (2009) suggests, evidence of
faculty ownership and buy-in is paramount to a culture of assessment. Interestingly, one staff
member specifically commented:
Assessment in general is something that many faculty find forbidding and/or difficult. Or,
it’s seen as something that's an extra thing they have to think or worry about and they're
busy enough. My perspective on this is that if faculty own it, they're more likely to buy
into it…You have to have faculty opinion leaders. We cultivate and let them take the
leading roles.
Both centers demonstrated an ongoing effort to include the faculty voice in their
programming decisions and strategic planning. In addition, center leadership at both institutions
stressed the importance of fostering strong partnerships with multiple stakeholders (e.g.,
libraries, information technology, college administrators, and department chairs). This
partnership is evidenced in a variety of ways, such as event/workshop collaboration, learning
communities, university committee participation, and research efforts related to SoTL
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(Scholarship of Teaching and Learning). Through these partnerships, they welcome diversity of
thought and differing perspectives as noted by this staff member:
The intersections of disciplines, or intersections of points of view/perspectives is where
the real work happens. If everybody around this table has exactly the same background,
kind of training, and point of view, then that's just self-reinforcing. The interesting and
fascinating stuff happens at the intersection.
In addition, one primary partnership noted at both institutions was with the university’s
Provost Office. Teaching centers are typically positioned to help advance the goals of the
Provost Office related to student and faculty success. However, this is perhaps the most delicate
of relationships to balance, as many centers receive both their strategic direction and funding
from this source. Maintaining a separate identity for the center is critical to being viewed as an
unbiased source of assistance. Being clear regarding mission and scope is important to ensure
that centers maintain their credibility and authenticity with faculty. As one center director
expressed:
In some ways, it hasn’t been an issue for (our) center because the center is very clear
about our role and position. My party line has always been that we are an advocate for
faculty success. We are not a part of the summative assessment processes by which
review, promotion, and tenure takes place. While we are a partner with the Provost
Office, the roles are very clear.

Procedures and Processes

Table 10
Examples of Procedure and Process Concepts Identified
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•
•
•

Continually ask questions such as: Is the center meeting the established learning
outcomes for each program/service? Is this programming scalable across the
organization?
Incorporate reflective practices and model continuous improvement efforts across
programs and services;
Actively embed a culture of assessment into the ongoing operations of the center, such
as through self-study and program evaluation.

Both centers have actively embedded a culture of assessment into the ongoing operations
of their units, and they essentially “practice what they preach” in these efforts. For example, one
institution underwent an in-depth self-study to explore the impacts of programming and
outreach. This included a specific assessment of progress toward established center goals and a
review of infrastructure, resources, and services. Likewise, the other institution’s center
contributed to university efforts to provide accreditors a self-study report on how their
university’s culture of assessment inspired continuous improvement. (It is interesting to note
that this institution was selected for this research study prior to me knowing this information.)
During the case study interviews, it became apparent that incorporating reflective
practices and modeling continuous improvement efforts are priorities for both centers. There
were specific examples cited of backward design processes being utilized to help refine center
programming such as workshops, institutes, and events. Leadership, staff, and faculty associated
with these centers articulated multiple ways they consider the impact of their initiatives and
strive to identify gaps in programming and services offered. As one staff member indicated:
I would say that it has become a part of the consciousness to be thinking about how we
know (our programming) is successful and having something written out there. I think
that we're maturing and understanding how to write our outcomes in measurable ways. I
think we're also maturing on how to then translate what is being measured and then
deciding what actions we take because of what it is that we've collected.
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Not all continuous improvement represents a major change. For example, one center simply
renamed its annual assessment conference to “assessment and teaching” based on assessment
results. This slight change significantly shifted the audience from mostly administrators to now
include a lot more faculty. Reviewing faculty feedback has also helped center staff members
become more conscious of their language and strive to model supportive behaviors to faculty. In
one interview, the respondent caught himself mid-sentence and shared, “In our teaching
evaluations- actually, I should have said teaching observations. We try to be careful about the
language we use as faculty can be sensitive to certain words. Our goal is to support.”
In talking with leadership at both institutions, a key issue mentioned repeatedly was how
to assess and prove that the work being done by their centers is truly making a difference. This
desire to evaluate the impact of teaching centers is pervasive across institutions and led to the
creation of the Faculty Development Center Matrix. This tool has been championed by both the
American Council on Education (ACE) and the Professional and Organizational Development
(POD) Network. Likewise, Susan Hines (2017) published a field-tested program evaluation
model for teaching and learning centers that includes the four phases of evaluation capacity
analysis, curricular conceptualization, evaluation planning, and plan implementation. As Hines
noted, centers for teaching and learning have existed for over 50 years and have established a
reputation for advancing academic quality in universities. However, despite this reputation,
educational developers still struggle with effectively articulating the value of their programs.
Infusing methodologies to assess this value in the spirit of continuous improvement will help
centers respond to the evolving needs of their customers. As one center director summarized, “If
you just assess things and stick it in a binder, it doesn’t go anywhere. You’ve got to take it to
that next level.”
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CHAPTER FIVE
Discussion
The research question guiding this study was: How do higher education teaching and
learning centers contribute to an institutional culture of assessment? In reviewing the existing
literature on this topic, the two distinct frameworks of Maki and Weiner were identified to help
guide this exploratory comparative case study. While I initially planned to analyze the two
selected centers on a point-by-point basis against the frameworks, that approach failed to
adequately capture the most relevant nuances of the conversations and quickly drowned in
minutia. Alternatively, I discovered that four thematic strands emerged from the data to help
articulate not just the what (but also the how and why) these activities should be undertaken in
the pursuit of a culture of assessment.
Conclusions and Implications
The most pervasive theme identified across the participants was the need to provide a
spectrum of relevant programs, services, and resources on effective teaching practices to all
instructors (regardless of status/tenure). A key element identified was the demand for
programming that stresses alignment between learning outcomes, activities, and the assessment
of learning. Interestingly, the need for alignment between institutional, program, and courselevel assessment was not as explicitly stressed during the interviews. One exception to this was
a reference to a few externally accredited programs that must demonstrate clear alignment to
professional standards set outside the institution. All teaching and learning centers reviewed in
the initial website analysis provide some type of assessment-oriented programming for faculty,
including opportunities such as consultation, workshops, learning communities, and course
(re)design institutes. This speaks to Weiner’s element of ongoing professional development and
Maki’s creation of a clear conceptual framework for assessment. However, a core implication
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identified in this research was the need for teaching and learning centers to integrate assessment
into the course design and delivery processes, rather than treating it as separate and isolated.
A second theme that emerged across all participants in some manner was the
understanding of the purpose of assessment and how the associated work is perceived across
campus. That is, assessment is not expressed as an end goal, but it is rather viewed as
contributing to continuous improvement. The perception that effective teaching is an
institutional level priority is paramount to establishing assessment as a valuable tool. As Maki
(2010) stresses, having a shared institutional commitment is critical to creating a culture of
assessment. Likewise, Weiner (2009) suggests that if faculty members believe that assessment is
only relevant on a cyclical basis (e.g., accreditation visits), they are far less likely to engage with
and appreciate the process fully. Both points suggest that assessment should not be considered a
centrally controlled administrative process but rather a distributed activity integrated into the
teaching and learning cycle.
Third, both centers were very conscious of how their activities, interventions, and
programming are positioned within their respective university structures. They are careful to
maintain faculty confidentiality and they want their work to be seen as supportive rather than
evaluative. They accomplish their work through a variety of partnerships with other units across
campus, and their role is well established with the Provost Office. Rather than working in
isolation, it is my belief that they should seek to have a seat at the right tables to inform higherlevel conversations and decisions around topics such as general education curriculum, inclusive
teaching, student success, and more. For example, many centers are asked to consult during
efforts to measure and document teaching effectiveness across the institution. However, centers
must be careful to position themselves as autonomous units to maintain credibility with faculty.
If they are considered agents (or worse yet spies) of the administration, this can severely damage
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their reputation and impact. Center leadership must be both intentional and forthcoming on this
issue to maintain clarity. Obtaining faculty buy-in is considered a top priority at these centers,
and they seek to earn the trust of their stakeholders. As Weiner suggests, promoting faculty
ownership and buy-in is paramount to a culture of assessment. Likewise, Maki’s framework
speaks to the need for assessment to be viewed as a cross-institutional responsibility. This again
stresses the need for partnerships and collaborations that embrace a diversity of thought across
campus.
Finally, a fourth thematic strand identified in this research is the importance of
incorporating reflective practices and modeling continuous improvement efforts across center
programs, services, and strategic initiatives. As a teaching and learning center director, I was
very impressed and influenced by this final theme as it emerged during my research. Teaching
and learning centers must continually evaluate the impact of their work and how it contributes to
achieving institutional goals. This can be challenging with limited staffing and resources. Still, it
is critical to not get so overwhelmed with operational tasks that this strategic imperative to assess
center effectiveness gets overlooked. These efforts speak to many of the elements identified in
the frameworks of Maki and Weiner, but I found the most compelling connection to be with
Maki’s element of “Recognition of Leadership or Involvement in Assessment” and Weiner’s
element of “Celebration of Success”. To be effective change agents within institutions and to
establish a culture of assessment, teaching and learning centers should leverage faculty successes
in a variety of ways and act as catalysts for continuous improvement by setting a good example
with their own internal practices.
Application
These study findings may be more transferable to institutions with a broad spectrum of
services and some autonomy in identifying their program delivery structures. As a center
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director at WVU, this study generated a very pragmatic question about how our teaching and
learning center at West Virginia University could help promote a stronger culture of assessment
across campus. This term was deemed somewhat nebulous to some faculty and administrators at
WVU, which initially made it difficult to articulate specific strategies to accomplish this goal.
Given my role as a teaching and learning center leader, determining practical ways to apply these
findings was an important goal for this study. How could these results influence our center’s
ongoing work and impact on culture across campus? On a more granular level, I consider the
most relevant and practical implications from the study to be as follows:
Course Design and Delivery
One key takeaway was the need to create course design institutes/processes that stress
alignment and the utilization of assessment to inform continual changes to content, activities, and
delivery. Teaching is an iterative process, and centers should strive to position assessment as a
part of the process rather than an end goal. One way this can be achieved is through the creation
of cross-modality course design and delivery rubrics that clearly articulate the connections
between student learning outcomes, learning activities, and assessments that provide evidence of
student learning. These rubrics can be used for self-reflection as well as unit-level reviews as
deemed appropriate and with support offered through the teaching and learning center. When
these rubrics are developed with input from various stakeholders across campus, they are more
likely to be viewed as helpful tools rather than compliance scales. As evidenced in the case
study interviews, both institutions stressed the importance of the course design process in
promoting strong alignment between expected learning outcomes, activities, and assessments.
Regardless of the specific methodology used, the key appears to be showing the connectivity
between the steps of curriculum design and the demonstrated achievement of student learning
outcomes.
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Robust Interdisciplinary Programming Offerings and Resources
Centers should examine their professional development opportunities and resources using
a scaffolded approach to ensure that assessment-related concepts are introduced, reinforced, and
ultimately emphasized. Whenever possible, at least introductory resources should be made
available on demand (e.g., via the center’s website) with an opportunity to obtain more advanced
consultations from center staff as warranted. While discipline-specific activities have value in
providing a deeper understanding of common themes in certain fields (e.g., Engineering
courses), it is also advisable to provide faculty options for interacting with colleagues from other
disciplines. Faculty appreciate hearing from peers who may be experiencing similar successes
and/or challenges but in a different context. For example, both case study institutions found that
learning communities established around themes such as “High DFW” or “teaching large
classes” offered helpful insights across a spectrum of academic areas. Likewise, one faculty
member commented that “it’s not about the content but it’s about how you think about your
teaching and how students best learn. It’s about strategies and techniques.” This concept was
further evidenced at this institution by how individual mentoring relationships and new faculty
cohorts were established on criteria other than discipline (such as teaching general education
courses). Such interdisciplinary opportunities may also reduce any stigma associated with
admitting a concern to colleagues within one’s home department.
Incentivized Participation
Faculty often articulate a desire for continual professional development, but it is
sometimes difficult for them to prioritize these activities amid competing demands on their time.
This is especially true in environments where the offerings are fragmented and there is no
standardized way to articulate derived value. To help incentivize faculty participation in these
progressive activities, centers should develop ways to distinguish advanced achievement by
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offering badges, endorsements, or other special recognition in the performance evaluation
process. Both institutions studied offer specific ways for instructors to document their
professional development achievements in ways that are well articulated to understand the level
of commitment demonstrated. These recognitions should require evidence of the acquisition,
application, and/or propagation of knowledge/skills based on stated expectations.
Supportive vs. Evaluative Role
To truly affect culture change around assessment, teaching and learning centers should
position themselves as leaders in identifying best practices related to course design and course
delivery, but they must be careful to maintain a supportive as opposed to evaluative role. For
example, while centers may wish to champion cross-modality rubrics as described above, they
should refrain from acting as auditors or evaluators on behalf of central or college
administration. Developing and maintaining a spirit of trust with the faculty community is
critical, and one way to accomplish this is via collaborating with the university’s Faculty Senate
body. These committees often seek assistance in meeting their goals, and centers can position
themselves strategically to be both a “listening ear” as well as an “advocate” in advancing
strategies related to promoting teaching effectiveness, rewards, and recognition, etc. As one
center leader discussed, there is often a fundamental insecurity for many (especially newer)
faculty members because they know their disciplines well but may not be adequately
experienced in teaching techniques. One of my favorite comments during the case study
interviews was when this individual added, “I'm a partner in making them a freaking rock star in
the classroom!”
Faculty Ownership and Buy-In
Another way teaching and learning centers can seek the faculty’s voice is by formalizing
opportunities for faculty involvement in programming, strategic planning, and ultimately
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program evaluation. In some cases, such roles may be perceived as an extension of teaching and
learning center staff and include compensation such as stipends or course release time. The
activities performed vary significantly, including functions such as peer support (e.g.,
mentoring), facilitation of learning communities, research related to the scholarship of teaching
and learning (SoTL), workshop presentations, moderation of focus groups, and other
collaborative work. At one of the institutions studied, some center staff recently added were
previous faculty members and their contributions have provided valuable context and credibility
for the center’s work. By inviting select faculty to become more directly involved in program
execution, centers can act as liaisons between faculty and administrators to navigate difficult
conversations related to meeting student learning outcomes and providing evidence of that
achievement to accreditors.
Continuous Improvement
Teaching and learning centers should champion the utilization of early semester and mid
semester course feedback instruments that can provide valuable student perspective as to what is
resonating well and what challenges may exist within a course. Likewise, centers should promote
reflective practices that encourage faculty to critically assess adjustments made to their teaching
strategies and the effects of these changes. This should be viewed as a continual iterative
process rather than a journey to an end state. These efforts should be part of a larger initiative to
connect course, program, and institutional level outcomes to ensure alignment across the student
experience. Likewise, centers should act as good examples by implementing similar measures
related to continual program review of their programs, services, and resources offered to faculty
and instructors. As identified during the case study interviews, both centers studied have very
intentionally and systematically evaluated the impact of their work in meeting faculty needs and
continually assess gaps in offerings.
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Limitations and Opportunities for Extended Research
One of the greatest concerns related to case study research is the potential lack of rigor.
Investigators do not always follow systematic procedures and/or allow their personal biases to
influence the direction of the findings and conclusions. To help alleviate this concern, the
transcription of interviews was handled by a third party, and the services offered by the two
selected centers were discussed with colleagues within the WVU Teaching and Learning
Commons across a variety of areas (services, programming, annual reporting, etc.) to evaluate
those offerings within a larger context. I remained in contact with the centers to clarify any
potential points of ambiguity, and the main themes/findings were shared with the center directors
in a member check effort to help ensure the credibility of results. It is important to note that the
initial center website analyses were completed in February/March 2016 and should be considered
a snapshot in time. While center names were updated as they came to the researcher’s attention,
the underlying data points in Appendix D were not updated.
Another common concern about such a case study approach is that it provides little basis
for scientific generalization. While it is true that the case study does not represent a statistically
significant sample, my goal was to expand and generalize theories (rather than on enumerating
frequencies) that could potentially transfer to other settings. This was best accomplished by
comparing two teaching and learning centers with a demonstrated emphasis on assessment. Both
centers are well resourced (either directly or indirectly through collaborative relationships), and
they both seem well positioned within the institutional structure to be change agents through a
robust set of programs, initiatives, and relationships with supporting units.
As mentioned in Chapter 3, the replication logic of including a second center with a
different organizational span of control allowed for a richer analysis by comparing and contrasting
findings. While the centers had much in common, there were also a few notable differences that
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should be considered. First, the breadth of services provided by resources directly reporting to the
center was greater at one institution than the other. Therefore, one center was more dependent on
strong partnerships across units (versus internal resources) to accomplish institutional goals. This
can be more challenging in some environments and may require more intervention by senior
administrators to ensure alignment. Second, both the degree of formalized faculty involvement
and articulated roles varied across the two centers. This is something to be considered when
evaluating the incentive structures for service involvement as well as opportunities to cultivate
faculty ownership and buy-in. Faculty need to know their contributions are valued and relevant to
decision making practices. Finally, while online resources were strong at both institutions, one
seemed to be focused more on marketing programs and services versus direct resource provision.
Both approaches are valid, but center leadership should be very intentional as to how they develop
and promote their online presence to make sure they are meeting faculty needs.
Regarding further investigation opportunities, several questions that arose during the case
study interviews that made me continue to ponder:
•

How can teaching and learning centers assess the impact and contribution of their work?

•

How can they effectively scale their most successful programming to reach a larger
audience with limited resources?

•

How does an institution’s assessment of student learning intersect with the assessment of
teaching effectiveness?

•

To what extent does the educational background, research portfolio, and experience base of
the director impact the strategic focus and direction of a teaching and learning center?

•

How might the Survey of Assessment Culture tool be used at WVU and other institutions to
further our collective empirical understanding of cultures of assessment?
55

Most importantly, are the accreditors asking the appropriate question at the end of the
day? If assessment is not considered a stand-alone function (as this case study suggests), perhaps
the key to knowing an institution truly has established a culture of assessment is when it stops
focusing on the word “assessment.” Perhaps the real question should be, do higher education
institutions have a culture of continuous improvement? This reflection process around ongoing
improvement calls institutions to look beyond the what they are doing to consider more fully the
why. If the ultimate goal is to promote student and faculty learning, faculty must embrace the fact
that adult learners seek relevance, clarity, involvement, and connection. The interviews in this
study revealed that it is not possible to assess a course that is not well designed, and faculty
should be encouraged to continually review their content and strategies in light of new
scholarship in teaching and learning. Are faculty rewarded for trying new things or are they
reluctant to do so in fear of how their student evaluations might be affected? How are instructors
incentivized to reflect on previous offerings of a course and periodically make changes to design
and delivery? Is a commitment to continuous improvement intentionally showcased in the faculty
promotion and tenure process? Teaching and learning centers can have a significant influence on
creating a safe space for faculty and administrators to engage in these conversations.
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Appendix A
SEI Committee 2012-2013 Final Report
Committee Members
1. Ramana Reddy, Chair
2. Jim Harner
3. Rachel Stein
4. Sara Selmer
5. Allison Nichols
6. C.B. Wilson (ExFOfficio)
7. Robert Hastings (ExFOfficio)
8. Vicki Huffman
9. Asad Davari
10. Greg Barretto
11. Stephen Graber
12. David Beach

Executive Summary
The committee wholeheartedly agrees that the student input in evaluating the teaching
effectiveness of an instructor is not only required, but is an essential element. However, it
also recognizes the need for a comprehensive approach, wherein a variety of relevant
instruments and processes are considered. With this in mind, to bring fairness and equity
to the process of evaluation of instruction the committee makes the following four
recommendations:
1. Change the language in the “Mother Document” to make sure that teaching

evaluation at all levels takes a Portfolio Approach, wherein a variety of
processes are used with appropriate balance.
2. Modify the current SEI instrument to have no more than 16 fixed questions, up to 6
discipline and course-specific questions, and up to 3 questions relating to learning
outcomes. The committee in its extensive research found the instrument used at
Stanford University (and the associated reporting structure) meets all the
expectations of the committee. The committee has come up with an instrument for
consideration by the Senate and the Administration.
3. The Committee strongly recommends the establishment of a Center for Teaching
and Learning (CTL) fashioned after the Stanford Center with the same name.
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This envisioned Center may initially be staffed by volunteer faculty and evolve
into a center with a dedicated staff. The proposed center can become the engine
to drive teaching excellence by providing ongoing support through training and
refining evaluation methods that will form the portfolio.
4. Rename the SEI committee as "Evaluation of Instruction Committee" with the
following charter: The Evaluation of Instruction Committee will make
recommendations to the Faculty Senate concerning appropriate documentation of
teaching effectiveness, including but not limited the instruments for student
evaluation of instruction.
Recommendations
Change the language in the “Mother Document” to accommodate a portfolio approach
Proposed changes to Section A. Teaching on page 3 of the WEST VIRGINIA
UNIVERSITY POLICIES AND PROCEDURES FOR ANNUAL FACULTY
EVALUATION, PROMOTION AND TENURE *”:
1. Removal of the phrase “,above all,” in first sentence of second paragraph
2. Addition of “or other professionals” in second sentence of second paragraph
3. Replace “videotapes” with “multi-media materials” in third sentence of second paragraph
4. Addition of third paragraph

With these changes this section would read in its’ entirety as follows:
A. Teaching

Teaching involves the dissemination of knowledge, the stimulation of critical thinking, and
the development of artistic expression. Teaching includes not only traditional modes of
instruction such as the classroom lecture, but also modes such as clinical, laboratory, and
practicum instruction; thesis and dissertation direction; evaluation and critique of student
performance; various forms of continuing education and non-traditional instruction; and
advising, which is a special dimension of teaching, the success of which is essential to the
educational process.
The prime requisites of any effective teacher are intellectual competence, integrity,
independence, a spirit of scholarly inquiry, a dedication to improving methods of
presenting material, the ability to transfer knowledge, respect for differences and diversity
and the ability to stimulate and cultivate the intellectual interest and enthusiasm of
students. Supporting documentation for the evaluation of performance in teaching might
include evidence drawn from such sources as the collective judgment of students, of
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student advisors, and of colleagues or other professionals who have visited the faculty
member's classes. It might also include analyses of course content, evaluation of products
related to teaching such as textbooks or multi-media materials, the development or use of
instructional technology and computer-assisted instruction, pedagogical scholarship in
refereed publications and media of high quality, studies of success rates of students
taught, or other evidence deemed appropriate and proper by the department and college.
It is important to recognize that teaching, and the learning it’s intended to cause, is a
complex and often highly individualized endeavor. Consequently if the evaluation of
teaching is to achieve the accuracy, fairness, equity and protection of academic freedom
required by the West Virginia University Policies and Procedures for Annual Faculty
Evaluation, Promotion and Tenure, it must be based on an array of supporting
documentation. While it is the faculty member’s responsibility to oversee the creation of a
comprehensive portfolio that adequately assesses teaching performance, the Department,
College and West Virginia University share responsibility for ensuring that a meaningful
evaluation of instruction including class visitations and review of instructional materials
for individual courses occurs as part of the annual review process. It is also essential to
recognize equally the strengths and limitations of each form of documentation utilized and
to avoid placing undue emphasis on any single item of documentation, most especially
Student Evaluation of Instruction surveys. For a faculty member to be denied promotion
or tenure for ineffective teaching there must be a comprehensive evaluation of the faculty
member’s teaching. Such evaluation must include observations of class presentations and
performance, a comprehensive analysis of course goals and materials and consideration of
course prerequisites along with the academic standing of the students taking the course.
The evaluation must be conducted by academicians familiar with the discipline of the
course and by the chair or head of the unit or department. Evidence must be provided in
writing by the evaluators that a sound and comprehensive evaluation was carried out prior
to the denial of promotion or tenure.
*[Excerpts, 03/07/11] [Approved by the WVU Faculty Senate, 5/12/97; Accepted by the
President, 6/18/97];
[Adjusted for new Governance Structure, SB 703, 02/08/02, HB 2224, 03/08/03, and
affiliated campus changes]
2. Adopt a revised SEI Instrument and Interpretative Guide

The Interpretative Guide document and the revised SEI Instrument are given in the
Appendix.
3. Develop a Center for Teaching and Learning (CTL)
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Presently, at WVU there are very few opportunities for faculty members who wish to
improve their teaching effectiveness. Often they depend on the feedback received through
the SEI process, consultations with peers or the seminars and workshops organized by the
Provost’s office. However, the committee strongly believes a dedicated center, staffed by
trained professionals can provide more effective ongoing support. For example, a trained
professional, at the request of an instructor can meet with students in small groups at the
mid-semester point and ascertain the strengths and weaknesses of the instructor as seen by
the students. This information coupled with the knowledge of the evaluator can be
communicated to the instructor so that appropriate adjustments can be made. In addition to
assisting individual instructors, the Center can also engage in continuous improvement of
the portfolio of evaluation instruments and processes. The administration can study the
details of the Stanford Center and adapt it to suit the circumstances of WVU.
4. Change the name and charter of the SEI Committee

We recommend renaming the Student Evaluation of Instruction Committee to the
"Evaluation of Instruction Committee" with the following charter:
The Evaluation of Instruction Committee will make recommendations to the Faculty
Senate concerning appropriate documentation of teaching effectiveness, including but not
limited to instruments for student evaluation of instruction.
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Appendix B
Student Instruction Committee Annual Report 2012-2013

TO: Mike Mays, Chair, Faculty Senate
FROM: April Johnston, Chair, Student Instruction Committee

Charge: The Student Instruction Committee includes, but is not limited to, the study and
review of policies and practices with regard to curricula, instruction and assessment.
Report: Because the Student Instruction Committee did not meet during the 2011-2012
academic year, this year’s committee had little guidance or instruction, but much freedom,
when setting our agenda.
In September and October 2012, we considered several committee suggestions,
including:
•
•
•
•

Reviewing critical thinking objectives and assessment for GECs
Creating additional faculty development offerings
Reviewing technology in the classroom survey and implementing policies based on
findings
Reviewing online learning practices

We quickly dismissed technology and online learning suggestions – because we found that
these issues were being addressed by other committees or by the administration – and settled
on the review of critical thinking objectives and assessment, as we felt this would be the most
beneficial to the 2020 Strategic Plan and the upcoming accreditation process.
Although there was a suggestion to review each GEC course and its critical thinking
objectives and assignments, we found this would put undue pressure on the already
overloaded GEC committee and believed our time could be better spent on critical thinking
assessment. WVU has long used the CLA to assess students’ critical thinking skills and has
traditionally not fared well. But we wondered if the results reflected flaws in the assessment’s
administration and not necessarily in our students’ abilities. The CLA is administered to
incoming freshman and outgoing seniors; however, the same students are not assessed. In
addition, students were often paid for their participation and, according to some observations,
did not take the test seriously or did not complete the assessment.
The committee discussed these issues at length and was reviewing CLA example
questions when it came to our attention that the administration had taken action on this exact
issue. Apparently, the CLA will no longer be administered and the university has created a
task force to determine how critical thinking should be assessed in the future.
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That left the committee with little time to accomplish another goal, but we have begun the
process of looking into faculty development opportunities at the university. Committee
members extensively researched faculty development at other institutions (including those in
the Big 12), and found that our current system is certainly less comprehensive than our peer
institutions and might be ready for an overhaul.
At many of the peer institutions we researched, faculty development was housed in a
dedicated center with faculty oversight. At WVU, faculty development is housed in the
provost’s office and offerings are often determined by a single administrator or by
suggestion.
Among the model institutions we researched:
Duquesne University
Center for Teaching Excellence
http://www.duq.edu/about/centers-and-institutes/center-for-teaching-excellence
Rutgers University
Center for Teaching Advancement and Assessment Research
http://ctaar.rutgers.edu/
Virginia Tech
Faculty Development Institute
http://www.fdi.vt.edu/
Iowa State University
Center for Excellence in Learning and Teaching
http://www.celt.iastate.edu/
University of Kansas
Center for Teaching Excellence
http://www.cte.ku.edu/
Goals: The Student Instruction Committee members believe it is worth our time and effort to
further research these institutions and their faculty development practices. We believe that our
system could benefit from a centralized office (allowing faculty a single place to go for
advice, workshops, forms, etc.) and from greater faculty involvement, if not faculty oversight.
Next year’s committee, led by Chair Debby Boone, plans to continue the work we began
this year. I will also remain on the committee as past chair to offer my assistance.

aj/5/2/13

Appendix C
Action Letter from Higher Learning Commission
August 19, 2014
Dr. E. Gordon Gee President
West Virginia University
P.O. Box 6201 Morgantown, WV 26506
Dear President Gee:
This letter serves as formal notification and official record of action
taken concerning West Virginia University by the Institutional
Actions Council of the Higher Learning Commission at its meeting
on August 12, 2014. The date of this action constitutes the effective
date of the institution’s new status with HLC.
Action with Interim Monitoring. IAC continued the accreditation
of West Virginia University with the next Reaffirmation of
Accreditation in 2023-24. In conjunction with this action, IAC
required the following interim monitoring.
Interim Report. An Interim Report due 2/12/16 on the
areas noted in Criteria 3A, 4B listed below.
3A: 1) The WVU Nursing Program on the WVUIT
campus first-time pass rate is unacceptable. There is a
plan in place to address this. The report should include
progress made and future planning to avoid recurrence
of this issue. 2) Evidence of consistent assessment plans
including learning goals should be provided for all
programs across campus.
4B: A realistic assignment of duties for a director of
assessment with achieved and future goals provided is
necessary to demonstrate a culture of assessment across
the University and its constituencies.
In two weeks, this action will be added to the Institutional Status
and Requirements (ISR) Report, a resource for Accreditation
Liaison Officers to review and manage information regarding the

institution’s accreditation relationship. Accreditation Liaison
Officers may request the ISR Report on HLC’s website at
http://www.hlcommission.org/isr-request.

Information on notifying the public of this action is available at
http://www.hlcommission.org/HLC- Institutions/institutional-reporting-ofactions.html.
If you have any questions about these documents after viewing
them, please contact the institution’s staff liaison Steph Brzuzy.
Your cooperation in this matter is appreciated.

Sincerely,
Barbara Gellman-Danley President
CC: ALO

Appendix D
Review of Institutional Teaching and Learning Center Websites

BAYLOR UNIVERSITY (as of February/March 2016)
INSTITUTIONAL INFORMATION
Center Name

Academy for Teaching and Learning (ATL)

Carnegie Classification

Higher Research Activity

Website

http://www.baylor.edu/atl/

Student Enrollment

16,263

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE
Organizational Positioning
The Academy for Teaching and Learning
(ATL) is one of 15 “centers” listed on
the main Baylor University website;
The center has a physical address listed
of Marrs McLean Science Building
#276 in Waco, TX;
It is unclear how long the center has
been in existence;

Funding
Average cost of a summer faculty grant $500;
Average cost of sending a professor to
summer training sessions or
conferences $1,500;
There is no charge-back model indicated on the
website;
There is a “Giving to the ATL” link provided with
a call to action for prospective donors.

There is no center-specific mission
statement articulated on the website.

Staffing
The ATL staff consists of a
Director, Assistant Director and
an Office Manager. In addition,
the Baylor Academy for Teaching
and Learning serves as a home
for Graduate Fellows and Baylor
Fellows. The Baylor Fellows
Program recognizes professors
across the disciplinary spectrum
who exemplify excellence in
teaching.

PROGRAMMING OFFERED
Key Development Opportunities
Workshops (e.g. adjunct teaching, course
makeover, innovative spaces); One
Hour Seminars for Excellence in
Teaching;

Classroom Observations;

University Teaching Development Grant
to fund research activities,
materials/equipment/software or
conference attendance;

Course Trailers (The Academy for Teaching and
Learning produces movie-style trailers for
departments, programs, and courses.);

Postdoctoral Teaching Fellowship- STEM
fields

Scholarship on Teaching & Learning references

Summer Faculty Institute- selected
participants can receive 20% of their
annual salaries up to $10,000. Pay is
based on a 10-month contract.
Employees with a 12-month contract
may not receive remuneration for
their participation in the SFI.

Interconnectivity/ Learning
Community

Core Services/Resources

Flipping the Class Resources
Teaching Awards;

Video Archives for “just in time” access
Newsletter

Faculty Interest Groups; Junior
Faculty Gatherings; Lecturer
Mentoring Program
(discussion group); Guest
Teaching Program;
The Provost’s Faculty Forum
provides an opportunity for
full-time faculty members
across the university to gather
for conversations about
innovative teaching.
Social Media Presence

PROGRAM EVALUATION & ASSESSMENT
How is evidence of center impact
articulated?
Not indicated; No testimonials or survey
results provided; No program
evaluation plan or metrics posted.

COMMENTS:

How does the center promote assessment and
its value?

How does the center solicit
“Voice of Customer” input?

The center itself does not clearly articulate an
assessment focus. A unit named Institutional
Effectiveness (IE) serves the university by
providing resources related to Learning
Outcomes Assessment, Rubrics for Evaluating
Academic Assessment Reports, and
suggestions for Improving Assessment Reports.

The center utilizes an
Advisory Council to obtain
feedback on programs
and services.

•

Resources available on Scholarship of Student Advising: http://teachpsych.org/ebooks/academicadvising-2014-vol1

•

The ATL began hosting Faculty Interest Groups (FIG) in 2012. In 2013, the ATL proposed a related
interest group focused on diversity: Diversity Interest Group (DIG).

DUQUESNE UNIVERSITY(as of February/March 2016)
INSTITUTIONAL INFORMATION
Center Name

Center for Teaching Excellence (CTE)

Carnegie
Classification

Higher Research Activity

Website

http://duq.edu/about/centers-and-institutes/center-forteaching-excellence

Student
Enrollment

9,648

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE
Organizational Positioning

Funding

The Center for Teaching Excellence is
one of 12 Interdisciplinary Centers
and Institutes listed on the Duquesne
website;

There is no charge-back model indicated
on the website;
No funding information is provided on the
website.

The center has a physical address listed
of 600 Forbes Ave. in Pittsburgh, PA;

Staffing
The CTE staff consists of a Director,
Associate Director, Program
Manager, University Instructional
Consultant, and an Instructional
Consultant for Teaching Assistants

The center was established in 1989;

PROGRAMMING OFFERED
Key Development Opportunities
Workshops (e.g. rubrics, teaching via
research, documenting the impact of
scholarship);
TA/Graduate Student Events targeted
specifically at this group;

Core Services/Resources
Classroom Observations;
Teaching Awards;
Feedback on Teaching Consultations;
Small Group Instructional Feedback;

Orientations for Faculty (including
adjuncts) and Graduate TAs;

Peer Reviews;

Inspired Teaching Retreats (full day);

Online resources in areas such as
creating a positive learning
environment, syllabus/course design,
online teaching, active learning,
teaching strategies, assessing
student learning, diversity, and
scholarship of teaching & learning.

Mentoring Program;
Succeeding In Academic Careers
support, including teaching portfolios,
life/work balance, promotion & tenure
focused events;

Early Course Evaluations (formative);

Graduate Student Certificate of
University Teaching

Interconnectivity/ Learning
Community
Faculty Learning Groups provide an
opportunity for small interdisciplinary
groups to explore a topic, implement
what they learn in their teaching, and
often gather student-learning
evidence.
Celebration of Teaching Excellence: An
annual spring event where the
Provost confers the Creative
Teaching Awards and Graduate
Student Awards for Excellence in
Teaching. Also recognized are
workshop presenters, teaching
award committee members, and
academic learning outcomes
assessment committee members.
Social Media Presence

PROGRAM EVALUATION & ASSESSMENT
How is evidence of center impact
articulated?
Not indicated; No testimonials or survey
results provided; No program
evaluation plan or metrics posted;
CTE clearly articulates that it does not
participate in formal evaluation of
faculty or TAs (e.g., for hiring,
promotion, tenure, merit pay,
recommendation letters).

COMMENTS:

How does the center promote
assessment and its value?
The Academic Learning Outcomes
Assessment (ALOA) Committee
consists of faculty representatives
from each school and Gumberg
Library. They provide a variety of
learning assessment support and
resources through consulting,
feedback on reports, workshops, and
book studies.

How does the center solicit “Voice of
Customer” input?
Not indicated

Mission Statement: The Center for Teaching Excellence promotes excellence in teaching by getting to know
our faculty and graduate students, learning from them, fostering leadership, and bring people together from
across the University. We provide consultations, workshops, and print and web resources on teaching and
academic success. We focus on implementing evidence-based, high-impact educational practices with the
Duquesne community of teachers and learners.

IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY(as of February/March 2016)
INSTITUTIONAL INFORMATION
Center Name

Center for Excellence in Learning and Teaching (CELT)

Carnegie
Classification

Highest Research Activity

Website

http://www.celt.iastate.edu/

Student
Enrollment

34,435

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE
Organizational Positioning
The ISU Center for Excellence in
Learning and Teaching is organized
under the umbrella of the Office of
the Senior Vice President and
Provost;

Funding

Staffing

The ISU Center for Excellence in
Learning and Teaching is a centrally
supported unit;

The CELT staff consists of a Director,
Associate Director, Associate
Director for Learning Technologies,
Associate Director for Scholarship of
Teaching & Learning, Program
Coordinators (3), University
Academic Advising Coordinator,
Instructional Development
Specialists (3), Secretary/Assistants
(2), and Graduate Students (2).

There is no charge-back model indicated
on the website.

The center has a physical address of 603
Morrill Road in Ames, IA;
The Iowa State University Center for
Excellence in Learning and Teaching
was established in 1993;

PROGRAMMING OFFERED
Key Development Opportunities

Core Services/ Resources

Seminars; Discussions; Webinars

Consultations;

CELT Teaching Symposium
(Orientation);

Classroom Observations;

CELT Teaching Partners Program
(mentoring);
Annually, CELT offers funding through
competitive grant programs to
support innovative classroom
practice in the range of learning
environments including, face-to-face,
blended, and online;
Graduate Student Teaching Certificate.

Online resources related to effective
teaching practices, teaching format,
facilitating learning with technology,
creating an inclusive classroom,
documenting your teaching, and
assessment/evaluation;
The CELT Online Learning Innovation
Hub is a center for excellence in
online and blended instruction. The
hub is a collaborative resource for
faculty, staff, and graduate students
for developing technology-enhanced
and innovative approaches to
teaching and learning in today’s
online environment.

Interconnectivity/ Learning
Community
Faculty and Staff Teaching and Learning
Communities are made up of
individuals from across campus who
attend monthly or bi-weekly meetings
to engage in a specific topic related
to teaching and learning (e.g. flipped
classroom, game-based learning,
team-based learning);
Scholarship of Teaching and Learning
(SoTL) Scholars Program;
Graduate Student Learning Communities
(GLCs);
Social Media Presence

PROGRAM EVALUATION & ASSESSMENT
How does the center promote
How does the center solicit “Voice of
assessment and its value?
Customer” input?
CELT provides background and context
Not indicated; No testimonials or survey
The center utilizes an Advisory Board
for student outcomes assessment
results provided; No program
with cross-disciplinary representation
including best practices based on
to obtain feedback on programs and
evaluation plan or metrics posted.
outcomes assessment research and
services.
policies developed by national
organizations that focus on student
outcomes assessment in higher
education.
CELT’s mission is to: support, promote, and enhance teaching effectiveness and student learning; encourage
COMMENTS:
scholarship of teaching and learning; communicate the importance of teaching and learning to both internal
and external audiences; and to serve as a catalyst for learning-centered education.
How is evidence of center impact
articulated?

KANSAS STATE UNIVERSITY(as of February/March 2016)
INSTITUTIONAL INFORMATION
Center Name

Teaching & Learning Center (TLC)

Carnegie
Classification

Highest Research Activity

Website

http://www.k-state.edu/tlc/

Student
Enrollment

24,766

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE
Organizational Positioning

Funding

The center is positioned under the Office
of the Provost and Senior Vice
President;

There is no charge-back model indicated
on the website;

The center has a physical address of
1800 Claflin Road in Manhattan, KS;
It is unclear how long the center has
been in existence.

With the exception of grants (noted under
programming below), no specific
funding information is provided on
the website.

Staffing
The TLC staff consists of a Director,
Administrative Officer, and
graduate/students assistants (3).

PROGRAMMING OFFERED
Key Development Opportunities

Core Services/ Resources

Retreats; Workshops;

Consultations;

New Faculty Institute (Orientation);

Resource Library;

Grants are available for faculty members
who want to design and implement
SoTL research within their
courses. TLC also offers training on
SoTL project design;

Peer Review of Teaching Program;
Newsletters on teaching topics;
Teaching & Learning Blog

GTA Recognition of Achievement in
Professional Development (for
participation in teaching events).

Interconnectivity/ Learning
Community
Faculty Exchange for Teaching
Excellence (FETE): a committee of
colleagues from each college work
together to create, promote, and
implement professional development
programming for the campus
community. FETE sponsors
workshops, presentations, and study
groups;
SPOTLIGHT K-State is a showcase
event highlighting excellence in
innovative, creative, unique teaching
on campus;
Social Media Presence

PROGRAM EVALUATION & ASSESSMENT
How is evidence of center impact
articulated?
Not indicated; No testimonials or survey
results provided; No program
evaluation plan or metrics posted.

How does the center promote
assessment and its value?
A section of the center website is
dedicated specifically to course
evaluations and the systems used at
Kansas State University;

How does the center solicit “Voice of
Customer” input?
The center utilizes the FETE Advisory
Board to obtain feedback on
programs and services.

The center itself does not clearly
articulate an assessment focus on
the website.
COMMENTS:

The mission of the Teaching & Learning Center of Kansas State University is to encourage, support and
promote excellence in teaching and learning throughout the university.

OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY(as of February/March 2016)
INSTITUTIONAL INFORMATION
Center Name

Institute for Teaching & Learning Excellence (ITLE)

Carnegie
Classification

Higher Research Activity

Website

http://itle.okstate.edu/

Student
Enrollment

25,962

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE
Organizational Positioning
The center is listed as a “resource” on
the main Oklahoma State University
website but it is not clear where it
falls within the organization’s larger
structure;

Funding
There is no charge-back model indicated
on the website;
No funding information is provided on the
website.

The center has its own building and is
located at 100 ITLE in Stillwater, OK;

Staffing
The ITLE staff consists of 34 employees
across the following departments:
Classroom Technology, Creative
Services, Engineering, Special
Projects, Teaching & Learning
Support, Teleconferencing Service,
and Video Production (specific titles
are not provided).

It is unclear how long the center has
been in existence.

PROGRAMMING OFFERED
Key Development Opportunities

Core Services/ Resources

Career Development Workshops;

Course Observations;

Teaching & Learning Support services
range from individualized teaching
consultations to campus-wide
technology trainings that enhance
the teaching and learning experience
in OSU classrooms. TLS provides
various professional development
opportunities for faculty who
continually seek to refresh, renew,
and enhance the scholarship of
teaching and learning.

Instructional Design Consultations

Interconnectivity/ Learning
Community
There is no specific information related to
this area articulated on the website.

Video Support/ Online Presence;
Instructional Technology Support (e.g.
Clickers, Camtasia); Classroom
Technology Support;
Web Design and Development Support
Creative Media (e.g. computer animation,
infographics, multimedia)
Online resources related to a wide range
of teaching and pedagogical services
(e.g. instructional technologies,
online instruction, copyright
questions,

PROGRAM EVALUATION & ASSESSMENT
How is evidence of center impact
articulated?
Not indicated; No testimonials or survey
results provided; No program
evaluation plan or metrics posted.

COMMENTS:

How does the center promote
assessment and its value?

How does the center solicit “Voice of
Customer” input?

Website presence focuses more on the
availability of assessment tools such
as Dropbox, Quizzes, and Grade
Book;

The center utilizes an Advisory
Committee with cross-disciplinary
representation to obtain feedback on
programs and services.

Mission Statement: The Institute for Teaching and Learning Excellence (ITLE) supports excellence in
teaching across the OSU campus. We provide resources addressing high impact pedagogy for anyone who
teaches including faculty, instructors, and graduate teaching assistants. In addition to teaching support, we
can assist in the development of high impact instructional materials through quality video production,
multimedia creation, broad distribution services, and the support of state-of-the-art instructional technology
for OSU and its students.

THE OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY(as of February/March 2016)
INSTITUTIONAL INFORMATION
Center Name

University Center for the Advancement of Teaching (UCAT)
Note: name has changed to the Michael V. Drake Institute
for Teaching and Learning.

Carnegie
Classification

Highest Research Activity

Website

http://ucat.osu.edu/

Student
Enrollment

58,322

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE
Organizational Positioning

Funding

UCAT can trace its roots to the Instructional Development
and Evaluation unit of the Office of Learning
Resources, which was created in 1980 to add
instructional consultation services to a media services
unit. In 2009, after several revisions of services over
the years, the unit was renamed as the University
Center for the Advancement of Teaching.

There is no chargeback model
indicated on the
website;
No funding information
is provided on the
website.

The center is listed as a “faculty/staff resource” on the
main Ohio State University website but it is not clear
where it falls within the organization’s larger structure;

Staffing
The UCAT staff consists of a Director,
Assistant/Associate Directors (3),
Senior Instructional Consultants (2),
Coordinator and Office
Assistant/Associate (2).
In addition, UCAT employs several
Graduate Consultants and Doctoral
Interns who have experience in
college teaching and supporting the
teaching of others.

The center has a physical address listed of 1640 Neil
Avenue in Columbus, OH.

PROGRAMMING OFFERED
Key Development Opportunities
Events on Teaching (workshops on a
variety of topics, such as developing
effective presentation skills, large
classroom teaching, active learning);
Course Design Institute (CDI) is an
intensive five-part workshop in which
instructors, with hands-on guidance
from UCAT staff, focus on designing
or redesigning a specific course;
New Faculty Orientation;
At-Risk Student Simulation Training;
Graduate Teaching Development
Program (including department-level
support, teaching tools/resources,
and TA training);
Lecturer Grants: This grant program
provides up to $750 per person to
lecturers looking to enhance their
work as teachers for Ohio State

Core Services/ Resources
UCAT staff consult with representatives
of committees, departments,
schools, or colleges on teaching–
related issues, such as planning a
teaching initiative within the unit,
revising curricula, evaluating a
program, or providing support for
graduate teaching associates (e.g.
student midterm interviews,
feedback surveys);
Classroom Observations;
Teaching Portfolio Services;
Teaching & Learning Blog;
“Bookshelf” Resources (Teaching FAQs,
Teaching Topics References, online
journals, Newsletter, and a physical
resource library with books,
periodicals, and subject files on
college teaching topics)

Interconnectivity/ Learning
Community
The center has worked to create
opportunities for faculty to engage in
learning communities through the
Ohio State Teaching Enhancement
Program (OSTEP). These groups
meet regularly for a year, working
together to support efforts on a
teaching related project.
The Academy of Teaching at The Ohio
State University is comprised of
faculty who are past recipients of
Ohio State’s most prestigious awards
for teaching, the Alumni Award for
Distinguished Teaching (AADT) and
the Provost's Award for Distinguished
Teaching by a Lecturer.
Lecturer Learning Community;
Social Media Presence

PROGRAM EVALUATION & ASSESSMENT
How is evidence of center impact articulated?
In 2014, a self-study report was compiled to facilitate a program
review of UCAT. While Ohio State has a long history of
regular reviews of its academic programs and departments,
this assessment has not usually extended to academic
support units. This internal review concluded that UCAT is
doing well with current efforts, and has plans based on
data for continuing to improve services to the teaching
mission of The Ohio State University.

How does the center promote
assessment and its value?
There is a strong indication that
formative assessment techniques
are encouraged, including student
interviews, feedback surveys, and
consultations on how to interpret
and utilize the results for making
improvements.
Feedback on Your Instruction (FYI)
Tool: a web-based system for
generating forms to collect student
feedback about teaching

How does the center
solicit “Voice of
Customer” input?
Not indicated

effectiveness and the quality of
specific aspects of a course.
UCAT’s mission is to support and advocate for all who teach at Ohio State. We aim to help Ohio State’s
teachers approach their work in a scholarly and reflective way, engaging with the research on effective
pedagogies, thus promoting continuous improvement of student learning. We likewise strive to create a
community wherein student–focused teaching principles and practices are valued and in which teachers feel
connected to each other. Taken together, we believe these things engender a campus culture where
teachers have access to the tools, support, and recognition they need to be confident, fulfilled, and effective
in their pedagogical roles at Ohio State.
A self-study report was compiled to facilitate the 2014 program review of the University Center for the
Advancement of Teaching (UCAT) at The Ohio State University. While Ohio State has a long history of
regular reviews of its academic programs and departments, this assessment has not usually extended to
academic support units. The template for this self-study was adapted from that used by academic units to fit
the mission, objectives, and activities of UCAT. This internal review concluded that UCAT is doing very well
with current efforts, and has plans based on data for continuing to improve services to the teaching mission of
The Ohio State University.

− Chapter 1 provides an overview of the unit, its goals and objectives, and its external reputation. The next
three chapters present a full description of the public-facing work of the center.

− Chapter 2 outlines the broad range of current programs and participants, demonstrating the scope of
teaching support provided by UCAT to the university community.

− Chapter 3 describes outreach efforts, both the many partnerships within Ohio State and outreach and
leadership efforts in the field of educational development and higher education more broadly.

− Chapter 4 depicts significant research activity; UCAT staff members’ work on support for graduate and
COMMENTS:

−
−

−

−
−

professional student development and on assessment of educational development programs is widely
recognized as preeminent in the field.
Chapter 5 is the core of this report, assessing the work of UCAT, based on an analysis of the best available
data. The scope and depth of this assessment is very rare, if not unique, among teaching support units at
major universities.
In Chapter 6, the history of staffing for the unit is explained. While the current team is exceptionally talented,
as the earlier chapters make clear, recent analysis of national data demonstrates that UCAT is significantly
understaffed for the size of the university and the number of faculty, teaching associates, and instructional
staff whom they are charged to support.
The organization and structure of unit management is presented in Chapter 7. Because UCAT is a small unit,
with a variety of programming, most senior staff members serve as generalist instructional consultants to both
individuals and to academic unit, while also maintaining a specific area of specialization in which they
coordinate UCATs efforts.
Chapter 8 summarizes the unit’s infrastructure and resources. Central among these topics is physical
workspace; even with recent expansion and remodeling, the unit is currently at maximum capacity.
Chapter 9 summarizes key issues for future focus that were raised by the data and analysis and details
potential steps to address those issues. There are four areas on which they plan to focus additional attention
going forward:

•
•
•
•

Building Stronger Partnerships and Presence on Campus
Enhancing National Recognition
Maintaining and Advancing Core Services
Expanding Capacity

NOTE: Given this center’s strong focus on program evaluation and assessment, this institution is a good
candidate for further exploration in this study.

PENN STATE UNIVERSITY(as of February/March 2016)
INSTITUTIONAL INFORMATION
Center Name

Schreyer Institute for Teaching Excellence

Carnegie Classification

Website

http://www.schreyerinstitute.psu.edu/

Student Enrollment

Highest
Research
Activity
47,040

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE
Organizational Positioning

Funding

The center is formally acknowledged as an
“Institute” on the main Penn State
University website but it is not clear where
it falls within the organization’s larger
structure;
The center has a physical address listed of
301 Rider Building in University Park, PA;
It is unclear how long the center has been in
existence.

There is no chargeback model
indicated on the
website;
No funding
information is
provided on the
website.

Staffing
The center staff consists of an Executive
Director/.Associate Dean, and is organized around
two core functions: Instructional Consulting &
Research (Director of Instructional Consulting,
Assessment, and Research, Research Associates
(2), Graduate Consultants (2), and a Senior
Instructional Designer) & Business/Operations
(Director, Testing Services Reps (2), Admin
Assistants/Coordinators (4), Events Coordinator,
Systems Administrator, and a Manager for Testing
and Scanning Services

PROGRAMMING OFFERED
Key Development Opportunities

Core Services/ Resources

Workshops/ Presentations;

Consultations;

Conferences; Orientations;

Course Observations;

“Short Courses” and Events focused on topics such
as effective college teaching, course design
academy, new instructor orientation, and
student-centered discussion training;

Testing & Scanning Services and support
for related tools/resources;

Course Development Grants; Teaching Project
Grants; conference attendance support
Programs cover a wide spectrum of topics including
syllabus construction, classroom management,
assessment techniques, and student
engagement;
Specialized programs for TAs/Grad Instructors,
including academic job search resources,
teaching guides, case studies, and resources.

Research Initiatives on Teaching;
Publications & Resource Materials;
Teaching Awards;
Robust online resource toolkit with a
variety of downloadable guides on
topics such as jigsaw strategy, rubric
basics, large class FAQs, and team
project evaluation examples. A
search on the term “Assessment”
retrieved 42 items.

Interconnectivity/ Learning
Community
There is no formal mention of
learning communities or
peer groups. However,
the center does promote a
Listserv for faculty and
graduate students to
share ideas and upcoming
events;
The “short course” concept
provides opportunities for
participants to network,
reflect, and share
personal beliefs and best
practices about teaching
and learning.

PROGRAM EVALUATION & ASSESSMENT
How is evidence of center impact
articulated?
Not indicated; No testimonials or
survey results provided; No
program evaluation plan or
metrics posted.

How does the center promote assessment and its
value?
There is a series of programming advertised specific to
assessment and reflecting on learning. Example
topics include effective grading, using rubrics to
improve grading, writing/analyzing multiple choice
tests, and interpreting student evaluations,

How does the center solicit
“Voice of Customer”
input?
Not indicated

There is an area of the center’s website dedicated to
Assessment, with resources such as Academic
Program Assessment, Mid-semester Feedback
options,

GENERAL
COMMENTS:

The mission of the Schreyer Institute is to advance and inspire excellence in Penn State’s teaching and
learning community. They define Penn State’s teaching and learning community broadly to include any
person involved with Penn State students in an instructional context. The staff primarily work with faculty (of
any rank or title) and graduate students but also count advisors, administrators and staff among their
constituencies.
Note: Website design is easy to navigate and services are clearly identified. The online resource toolkit is
particularly useful for quickly accessing information.

PRINCETON UNIVERSITY(as of February/March 2016)
INSTITUTIONAL INFORMATION
Center Name

The McGraw Center for Teaching & Learning

Carnegie
Classification

Website

http://www.princeton.edu/mcgraw/

Student Enrollment

Highest Research Activity
8,088

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE
Organizational Positioning

Funding

Staffing

The center is formally acknowledged as a
“center” on the Princeton University
website but it is not clear where it
falls within the organization’s larger
structure;

There is no charge-back model indicated
on the website;

The center staff consists of a
Director/Associate Dean, Director of
Educational and Classroom
Technologies, Associate Director
(Undergraduate Learning Program),
Assistant Director (Undergraduate
Learning Program), Manager,
Program Coordinator, and a Program
Administrator

No funding information is provided on the
website.

The center has a physical address listed
of 328 Frist Campus Center in
Princeton, NJ;
It is unclear how long the center has
been in existence.

PROGRAMMING OFFERED
Key Development Opportunities

Core Services/ Resources

Pedagogy and Professional
Development Workshops;

Instructional Consultations;

Teaching Seminars;

Online Resources (including teaching
strategies,

New Faculty Orientation;
Mentoring Fund (intended to foster
mentoring relationships between
Princeton faculty and graduate
students);
Initiative in Online Education (supports
online course development);
Working Group on Inclusive Teaching
and Learning

Departmental Visits;

The Educational and Classroom
Technologies (ECT) group in the
McGraw Center exists to foster the
purposeful application of new
technologies to enhance teaching
and learning through innovative and
effective use of educational
technology.
Principedia. A new interactive wiki
"encyclopedia" of knowledge about
effective learning in Princeton
Courses. Course articles are created
and edited by students and discuss
the learning challenges and
developed strategies.

Interconnectivity/ Learning
Community
The McGraw Center's Big Class Project
brings together resources and ideas
to help teachers -- both faculty and
graduate students -- and
undergraduate learners make the
most of the large class experience;
The Teaching Conversations in the
Residential Colleges program brings
together faculty from across divisions
and departments and provide
opportunities for the sharing of
knowledge and ideas among peers;
McGraw Faculty Fellows convene their
colleagues from across the campus
for discussions about teaching and
learning, and participate in other
events and workshops organized by
the McGraw Center;
Social Media Presence

PROGRAM EVALUATION & ASSESSMENT
How is evidence of center impact
articulated?
Not indicated; No testimonials or survey
results provided; No program
evaluation plan or metrics posted.

How does the center promote
assessment and its value?
The center itself does not clearly
articulate an assessment focus on
the website.

How does the center solicit “Voice of
Customer” input?
A Faculty Council on Teaching and
Learning was created in 2014 to
develop priorities and to identify
matters that require consideration;
McGraw Student Advisory Council

GENERAL
COMMENTS:

Mission Statement: We support faculty members and instructors as they advance as teachers, graduate
students as they begin their teaching practice and progress as teachers and professionals, and
undergraduates as they develop as learners and scholars.

RUTGERS UNIVERSITY(as of February/March 2016)
INSTITUTIONAL INFORMATION
Center Name

Center for Teaching Advancement & Assessment Research
(CTAAR)

Carnegie
Classification

Highest Research
Activity

Website

https://ctaar.rutgers.edu/

Student
Enrollment

48,378

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE
Organizational Positioning

Funding

The mission of CTAAR includes four main
components related to providing resources and
conducting research on the improvement of
teaching and assessment methods;

There is no charge-back model
indicated on the website;
No funding information is provided
on the website.

The center has a physical address listed of 116
College Avenue in New Brunswick, NJ;
The CTAAR has undergone two name changes in
the past two decades. Originally founded as the
"Teaching Excellence Center" in 1992, the
office was primarily responsible for the Student
Instructional Rating Survey. The center's
responsibilities expanded to include
instructional technologies, staff training, and
enhanced classroom support and in 2004 our
name changed to the "Center for the
Advancement of Teaching" (CAT) to reflect the
broader responsibilities. In 2007, with the
addition of university assessment programs,
they changed the name to the "Center for
Teaching Advancement and Assessment
Research".

Staffing
The center staff consists of an
Associate Vice President for
Academic Affairs (Teaching and
Assessment Research),
Director of Instructional
Technologies, Director of
Faculty Development and
Assessment Programs, Director
of Computer Literacy Training,
and an Administrative Assistant.

PROGRAMMING OFFERED
Key Development Opportunities

Interconnectivity/ Learning
Community

Core Services/ Resources

Workshops/Seminars/Training (topics
also available upon request);

Consultation Services;

Presentations

Mid-Course Online Surveys;

Social Media Presence

Teaching Portfolios;
Online Resource Materials, including access
to Magna Commons webinars and the
Teaching Professor newsletter;
Student Instructional Rating Survey (SIRS)for student course feedback;

PROGRAM EVALUATION & ASSESSMENT
How is evidence of center impact
articulated?
Not indicated; No testimonials or survey
results provided; No program
evaluation plan or metrics posted.

GENERAL
COMMENTS:

How does the center promote assessment and its
value?
Given the center’s direct inclusion of assessment in
its mission, there is significant evidence of
assessment focus on the website. This includes
Assessment Councils and Committees,
Assessment Terms/Plans, Annual Assessment
Reports, and best practices related to learning
outcome assessment.

How does the center solicit
“Voice of Customer”
input?
Not indicated

The Center for Teaching Advancement and Assessment Research supports teaching and learning through a
variety of areas: pedagogy and faculty development, assessment programs, instructional technologies,
classroom technologies, and faculty and staff information technologies.
NOTE: Given this center’s strong integration of assessment into its mission, this institution is a good
candidate for further exploration in this study.

STANFORD UNIVERSITY(as of February/March 2016)
INSTITUTIONAL INFORMATION
Center Name

Center for Teaching and Learning (CTL)

Carnegie
Classification

Highest Research Activity

Website

http://exploredegrees.stanford.edu/undergraduateeducation/ctl/

Student
Enrollment

16,963

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE
Organizational Positioning
The CTL is part of the office of the Vice
Provost for Teaching and Learning.
The Teaching Commons is an
initiative of CTL and provides a
spectrum of resources on effective
teaching.

Funding

Staffing

There is no charge-back model indicated
on the website;

The center staff consists of an Associate
Vice Provost for Undergraduate
Education and Director, Senior
Associated Director, Associate
Directors (3), Directors of Community
Engaged Learning (3), Assistant
Director, Faculty Fellows (2), and
Faculty Advisers (4).

No funding information is provided on the
website.

Teaching Commons was created in
2013 by Stanford's Center for
Teaching and Learning (CTL) in
VPUE and Stanford's Vice Provost
for Online Learning (VPOL). In
2015, those two groups joined
together with others to form a new
group, the Vice Provost for
Teaching and Learning (VPTL).

PROGRAMMING OFFERED
Key Development Opportunities

Core Services/ Resources

Consultations;

The “Teaching Talk” area of the Stanford
Teaching Commons site provides
opportunities to share ideas and
collaborate on topics related to
effective teaching. This area is
sortable by keyword;

Small Group Evaluations;

Social Media Presence

Workshops/Lectures/Events related to
teaching topics;

Classroom Observations;

Teaching Orientations;

Microteaching (simulated practice
teaching);

Curriculum and Course Development
Grants; Program Enhancement and
Support Grants;
Graduate TA Support Programs;
Course Profiles (targeted online learning
modules aimed at online, blended,
lecture, seminar, lab/field, flipped
classroom, MOOC, and Community
Engaged Learning (CEL).

Interconnectivity/ Learning
Community

Video Recording;

Online Teaching Resources (e.g.
Tomorrow’s Professor Postingonline faculty development 100 times
per year);
Teaching Materials Library;
Teaching Awards;
Newsletter;
Teaching Talk Blog

PROGRAM EVALUATION & ASSESSMENT
How is evidence of center impact
articulated?
Not indicated; No testimonials or survey
results provided; No program
evaluation plan or metrics posted.

GENERAL
COMMENTS:

How does the center promote
assessment and its value?
The center itself does not clearly
articulate an assessment focus on
the website.

How does the center solicit “Voice of
Customer” input?
Not indicated

The Center for Teaching and Learning is a University-wide resource whose vision is that everyone at
Stanford will know how learning works and will translate that knowledge into research-based, daily practice
and public dialog. The Center supports faculty, lecturers, teaching assistants, and students with courses and
other resources designed to enhance teaching excellence and/or learning skills while also providing a source
of motivation, inspiration, and guided self-reflective growth.

TEXAS CHRISTIAN UNIVERSITY(as of February/March 2016)
INSTITUTIONAL INFORMATION
Center Name

Koehler Center for Teaching Excellence
Note: name has changed to the Koehler Center for
Instruction, Innovation, and Engagement.

Carnegie
Classification

Higher Research Activity

Website

http://cte.tcu.edu/

Student
Enrollment

10,033

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE
Organizational Positioning

Funding

Staffing

The center is formally acknowledged as a
“center” on the TCU website but it is
not clear where it falls within the
organization’s larger structure;

There is no charge-back model indicated
on the website;

The Center staff consists of an Assistant
Provost of Educational Technology
and Faculty Development, Director of
Distance Learning, Assistant Director
of Faculty Development, Manager of
Instructional Design, Project
Coordinator, Distance Learning
Developer, Faculty Developer, and
Classroom Integration Developer.

No funding information is provided on the
website.

The center has a physical address listed
of Sid Richardson Suite 501 in Fort
Worth, TX;
It is unclear how long the center has
been in existence.

PROGRAMMING OFFERED
Key Development Opportunities

Core Services/ Resources

Workshops/Events on teaching topics;

Classroom Videotaping;

Graduate Student Pedagogy
Certification;

Faculty Open Lab;

Instructional Design Strategies (online 5week course);

Resource Library;

Learning Studio Boot Camp;

Educational Technology resources on
topics such as audio tools, iClicker,
mobile/tablet tools, video tools, etc.

Student-Centered Active Learning
Institute;

Insights Magazine;

Center Fellows Program

Interconnectivity/ Learning
Community
Faculty Interest Groups (targeted at the
sharing of knowledge on teaching
topics across disciplines and
teaching levels;
Koehler Center Teaching and Learning
conversations are delivered by TCU
faculty to help enrich the TCU
teaching community. These
“conversations” may take different
formats—directed discussions of new
pedagogies, structured
conversations about issues affecting
higher education, or workshops to
implement emerging teaching
strategies—and we welcome active
submissions of all ideas from
different disciplines;
Social Media Presence.

PROGRAM EVALUATION & ASSESSMENT
How is evidence of center impact
articulated?
Not indicated; No testimonials or survey
results provided; No program
evaluation plan or metrics posted.

GENERAL
COMMENTS:

How does the center promote
assessment and its value?
The center website markets a concept
called “Teaching Analysis Polls
(TAPS), which is a method of
evaluation that uses facilitated
classroom discussion to provide
feedback to improve teaching and
student learning.

How does the center solicit “Voice of
Customer” input?
Not indicated

The Koehler Center is dedicated to facilitating ongoing, reflective discourse regarding teaching and learning,
including working with faculty and teaching staff to help them design and implement meaningful learning
opportunities for their students.

TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY(as of February/March 2016)
INSTITUTIONAL INFORMATION
Center Name

Teaching, Learning, and Professional Development Center
(TLPDC)

Carnegie
Classification

Highest Research Activity

Website

http://www.depts.ttu.edu/tlpdc/

Student
Enrollment

35,158

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE
Organizational Positioning

Funding

The center is formally acknowledged as a
“center” on the Texas Tech University
website but it is not clear where it falls
within the organization’s larger structure;

Staffing

There is no charge-back model
indicated on the website;
No funding information is
provided on the website.

The center has a physical address listed of
University Library Building in Lubbock, TX;

The center staff consists of an Executive
Director, Assistant Director (2), Service
Learning Coordinator, Business
Manager, Facility Manager, Peer
Consultant, TEACH Consultant,
Graduate Assistant, and Administrative
Assistant.

It is unclear how long the center has been in
existence.

PROGRAMMING OFFERED
Key Development Opportunities

Core Services/ Resources

Workshops/Seminars;

Consultations;

Advancing Teaching & Learning Conference;

Chair Academy;

Online Resources in areas
such as educational
technology, poster design,
Scholarship of Teaching &
Learning

Institute of Inclusive Excellence;

Newsletter;

Service Learning Faculty Fellows;

Mediasite Recording Studio;

Tenure Academy;

Teaching Awards

Special Events (e.g. Using Case Studies to
Teach Science);

Interconnectivity/ Learning Community
Teaching Academy (members must be
nominated and must demonstrate
evidence of teaching excellence and
promote teaching improvement)- these
individuals help develop a community of
learning around the Scholarship of
Teaching.
Social Media Presence

TEMPO (Teaching Mentoring through Peer
Observation) Program;
Graduate Student Support (Groundwork,
TEACH);
New Faculty Orientations

PROGRAM EVALUATION & ASSESSMENT
How is evidence of center impact
articulated?
Not indicated; No testimonials or survey
results provided; No program
evaluation plan or metrics posted.

How does the center
promote assessment
and its value?

How does the center solicit “Voice of Customer” input?

The center itself does
not clearly
articulate an
assessment focus
on the website.

The Teaching Academy Executive Council considers the
current teaching culture across campus, methods used to
evaluate and reward teaching, requests from the Provost’s
Office, and other appropriate issues. The Council makes
recommendations to the Provost relative to the mission of
the Teaching Academy and will endorse/promote programs
across the campus that support the mission. See also:
http://www.depts.ttu.edu/tlpdc/Teaching_Academy/Docs/TA
BylawsAdopted051013.pdf

GENERAL
COMMENTS:

The Teaching, Learning, and Professional Development Center (TLPDC) at Texas Tech University aims to
develop and advance the whole person by encouraging innovation in experiential pedagogies and highimpact teaching strategies through practical teaching guidance, resources, and other interactive development
opportunities for faculty, graduate students and staff. We support the university’s commitment to teaching
excellence by facilitating and participating in larger campus initiatives.

UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS(as of February/March 2016)
INSTITUTIONAL INFORMATION
Center Name

Center for Teaching Excellence (CTE)

Carnegie
Classification

Website

http://cte.ku.edu/

Student Enrollment

Highest Research Activity
27,180

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE
Organizational Positioning

Funding

The center is formally acknowledged as a
“center” on the University of Kansas
website but it is not clear where it
falls within the organization’s larger
structure;

There is no charge-back model indicated
on the website;
No funding information is provided on the
website.

The center has a physical address listed
of 1455 Jayhwak Blvd. in Lawrence,
KS;

Staffing
The center staff consists of a Director,
Associate Director, Program
Manager, Documenting Learning
Specialist, Faculty Fellows (7),
Graduate Assistants (6) and an
Undergraduate Student Assistant

The KU Center for Teaching Excellence
was established in 1997;

PROGRAMMING OFFERED
Key Development Opportunities
Workshops/ Seminars;
Best Practices Institute;
Teaching Summit (each August);
Peer Teaching Commentary Program;
Teaching Post-Doc Program;
Grants: Department Teaching Grants,
Teaching-Related Education &
Travel (TREAT)

Core Services/ Resources
Gallery of e-course Portfolios to
showcase examples of strong
instructional design and high impact
practices (searchable by author,
disciplines, and keyword);
“Getting Started” series of practical online
tips on teaching topics such as
preparing a course, using
technology, and universal design;
Newsletter;
Blog

Interconnectivity/ Learning
Community
CTE’s Working Groups support the
intellectual work that faculty
members do in their teaching. Each
Working Group focuses on a different
facet of teaching in higher education.
The groups allow participants to
share information and experiences,
pose and solve problems, and/or
discover new ideas or approaches to
teaching. Recent examples of
working groups include course
redesign and teaching online.

PROGRAM EVALUATION & ASSESSMENT
How is evidence of center impact
articulated?
Not indicated; No testimonials or survey
results provided; No program
evaluation plan or metrics posted.

How does the center promote
assessment and its value?
There is a designated area on the
center’s website for Assessing
Learning, including assessment
resources, consultations, and
information on the University’s
assessment initiatives;

How does the center solicit “Voice of
Customer” input?
CTE considers itself a “grassroots
organization”. Faculty initiated its
development, and they continue to
guide programs. They are advised
by a board of faculty members
(TEAM) and a group of campus-wide
department liaisons called
Ambassadors.

CTE’s primary purpose is to build community among faculty members and to help them make student learning
GENERAL
COMMENTS:

visible.

UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND(as of February/March 2016)
INSTITUTIONAL INFORMATION
Center Name

Teaching & Learning Transformation Center (TLTC)

Carnegie
Classification

Website

http://cte.umd.edu/

Student Enrollment

Highest Research Activity
37,610

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE
Organizational Positioning

Funding

The center is formally acknowledged as a
“center” on the University of Maryland
website but it is not clear where it falls
within the organization’s larger structure;

There is no charge-back model
indicated on the website;
No funding information is provided on
the website.

The center has a physical address listed of
7649 Library Lane in College Park, MD;
It is unclear how long the center has been in
existence.

Staffing
The center staff consists of an Associate
Provost of Learning Initiatives/
Executive Director, Director of
Instructional Excellence &
Innovation, Assistant Director,
Coordinator or Graduate Student
Programs, Media Coordinator,
Coordinator, CIRTL Coordinator,
Elevate Fellows Coordinator,
Postdoctoral Research Associate in
Program Coordination, and
Undergraduate Students (3).

PROGRAMMING OFFERED
Key Development Opportunities
Events/ Workshops/ Seminars;
Programs for both Faculty & Graduate
Students on topics such as course
redesign, “fearless ideas/innovation”,
University Teaching and Learning
Program (UTLP);
Orientations;
Elevate Fellow Course Redesign;
Innovations in Teaching & Learning
Conference;
“How Do I xxx” Webinars;
Graduate Teaching Fellows;

Core Services/ Resources
Most services are offered via the TLTC
Teaching consultants, who work oneon-one with teachers based on their
own goals. The requesting teacher
determines the issues to be
explored, and the consultant
provides an outside perspective,
peer support for a plan of action, and
suggestions for additional resources.
Teaching Consultations are available
to all University of Maryland
teachers, including faculty and
graduate students. Meetings are
voluntary and completely
confidential. The main purpose is
improvement of teaching skills, not
evaluative assessment

Interconnectivity/ Learning
Community
Reading Groups;
Brown Bag Lunches;
Social Media Presence

Teaching Portfolios;
Online Resources on various teaching
topics.

PROGRAM EVALUATION & ASSESSMENT
How is evidence of center impact
articulated?
Not indicated; No testimonials or survey
results provided; No program
evaluation plan or metrics posted.

GENERAL
COMMENTS:

How does the center promote
assessment and its value?
There is a “How do I Assess Student
Learning” section under Improve My
Teaching, but there is not a specific
section of the website dedicated to
assessment.

How does the center solicit “Voice of
Customer” input?
Not indicated

The TLTC inspires and supports effective, engaging, efficient, and equitable teaching innovations among the
University’s instructors and assistants. Our team provides faculty, students, and staff with training, resources,
professional development activities, and individualized consultation to transform their classrooms and
careers. Together as a campus learning community we can all enhance our teaching, improve student
outcomes, and advance Maryland as an international leader in evidence-based education.

UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN(as of February/March 2016)
INSTITUTIONAL INFORMATION
Center Name

Center for Research on Learning and Teaching (CRLT)

Carnegie
Classification

Website

http://www.crlt.umich.edu/

Student
Enrollment

Highest Research Activity
43,625

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE
Organizational Positioning

Funding

Staffing

Founded in 1962 at the University of Michigan (U-M), the
Center for Research on Learning and Teaching (CRLT)
was the first teaching center in the country. CRLT is
part of the Provost's Office and works with faculty,
graduate student instructors (GSIs) and academic
administrators in all nineteen schools and colleges to
support and enhance learning and teaching at U-M.
CRLT offers a comprehensive array of curricular and
instructional development activities;

There is no charge-back model
indicated on the website;
No funding information is
provided on the website.

The center has a physical address listed of 1071 Palmer
Commons, 100 Washtenaw Avenue in Ann Arbor, MI;

CRLT’s Management Team
consists of an Executive
Director, Senior Assistant
Director, and a Director of
Assessment and Associate
Research Scientist. In
addition, there are
Consultants (9 in various
roles), Project Staff (8),
Postdoctoral and Research
Associates (4), and
Administrative Staff (3).

PROGRAMMING OFFERED
Key Development Opportunities
Seminar Series;
Customized Workshops & Retreats;
Teaching Orientations;
Specialized programs for graduate
students, post-docs, and
deans/chairs;
CRLT Grants to enhance teaching
and learning (e.g. instructional
development, investigating
student learning, etc.);

Core Services/ Resources
Teaching Consultations are available on
topics such as course planning, teaching
with technology, student evaluations,
midterm student feedback, instructional
strategies, and testing/grading;
Teaching Awards; Provost’s Teaching
Innovation Prize;
Online Resources related to a spectrum of
teaching and learning topics (robust);
Blog (robust)

Interconnectivity/ Learning
Community
Provost’s Seminars on Teaching provide
an opportunity for lively and
substantive dialogue about a wide
range of teaching and learning
issues campus wide, across
disciplinary boundaries. Seminar
participants are faculty at all ranks
and from all U-M schools and
colleges, especially faculty who have
special interest or expertise in the
Seminar topic. A main goal is to
create a learning community around
teaching & learning.
Social Media Presence

PROGRAM EVALUATION & ASSESSMENT
How is evidence of center impact articulated?
CRLT’s Annual Report describes the ways the
center promotes excellence and innovation in
teaching and learning at the UM during the
academic year;
As the oldest teaching center in the county and a
recognized leader in the field of faculty
development, CRLT has written a book that
documents their approach and outcomes,
Advancing the Culture of Teaching on
Campus: How a Teaching Center Can Make a
Difference.
The center website hosts a number of CRLT
publications called “Occasional Papers” to
summarize research on teaching topics.

GENERAL
COMMENTS:

How does the center promote
assessment and its value?

How does the center solicit “Voice of
Customer” input?

The center website has a
dedicated area on Curricular
Assessment and Evaluation,
with resources available on
topics such as curriculum
design, planning for
curricular assessment,
assessment/evaluation
publications, collecting
assessment data, and
evaluating online learning
tools;

The Faculty Advisory Board of the Center
for Research on Learning and
Teaching (CRLT) is responsible for
advising the Director on policies and
activities that enable CRLT to fulfill
its mission. Important issues include,
but are not limited to, program and
research objectives and priorities,
grants and competitions, resource
procurement and allocation, and
inter-University relations. Members of
the Advisory Board play a key role as
liaisons between the Center and the
rest of the University community.

CRLT is dedicated to the support and advancement of evidence-based learning and teaching practices and the
professional development of all members of the campus teaching community. CRLT partners with faculty,
graduate students, postdocs, and administrators to develop and sustain a University culture that values and
rewards teaching, respects and supports individual differences among learners, and creates learning
environments in which diverse students and instructors can excel.

UNIVERSITY OF OKLAHOMA(as of February/March 2016)
INSTITUTIONAL INFORMATION
Center Name

Center for Teaching Excellence (CTE)
Note: name has changed to the Center for Faculty
Excellence.

Carnegie
Classification

Website

http://www.ou.edu/cte.html

Student
Enrollment

Highest Research Activity
27,261

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE
Organizational Positioning

Funding

Staffing

The center is formally acknowledged as a
“center” on the University of
Oklahoma website but it is not clear
where it falls within the organization’s
larger structure;

There is no charge-back model indicated
on the website;

The center staff consists of an Executive
Director, Associate Director, Digital
Learning Fellow, Instructional
Designer, Director of Digital
Learning, Academic Multimedia
Specialists, Instructional Consultant,
Digital Learning Designer, Education
Technology Specialist, Program
Coordinator, Visual Designer, and an
Office Manager.

No funding information is provided on the
website.

The center has a physical address listed
of 640 Parrington Oval in Norman,
OK;
It is unclear how long the center has
been in existence.

PROGRAMMING OFFERED
Key Development Opportunities

Core Services/ Resources

Events/Workshops on teaching-related
topics;

Course Design Assistance;

Course Enrichment Grants;

Test Scanning Services;

Faculty Fellows Program;

Teaching Assistant Orientation;

The Digital Learning Team partners with
faculty to integrate digital
technologies into courses and
programs;

Graduate Teaching Academy;

Open Educational Resources

New Faculty Orientation, Boot Camps, &
Seminar Series;

Academic Technology Consultations;

Interconnectivity/ Learning
Community
CTE provides faculty and graduate
students opportunities in crossdisciplinary communities to connect,
communicate, and collaborate on
innovative teaching strategies and
technology integration;
Social Media Presence

Teaching Scholars Initiative (TSI)

PROGRAM EVALUATION & ASSESSMENT
How is evidence of center impact
articulated?
The center posted its 2013 Annual
Report to demonstrate/highlight
faculty success stories. However, no
update has been posted in more
recent years.

GENERAL
COMMENTS:

How does the center promote
assessment and its value?
The center itself does not clearly
articulate an assessment focus on
the website.

How does the center solicit “Voice of
Customer” input?
Not indicated

The mission of the Center for Teaching Excellence (CTE) is to maximize the University’s academic impact by
@advancing innovation in the classroom and sharing expertise on teaching and learning. CTE strives to
inspire, enable, and facilitate the education of students and teaching staff to create a pedagogically cultivating
university.
Note: The center website was easy to navigate and was well organized around topics.

UNIVERSITY OF PITTSBURGH(as of February/March 2016)
INSTITUTIONAL INFORMATION
Center Name

Center for Instructional Development & Distance Education
(CIDDE) – Note: name has changed to University Center for
Teaching and Learning.

Carnegie
Classification

Highest Research Activity

Website

http://www.cidde.pitt.edu/

Student
Enrollment

28,617

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE
Organizational Positioning

Funding

The center is formally acknowledged as a
“center” on the University of
Pittsburgh website but it is not clear
where it falls within the organization’s
larger structure;
The center has a physical address listed
of 4227 Fifth Avenue in Pittsburgh,
PA;

There is no chargeback model
indicated on the
website;
No funding information
is provided on the
website.

It is unclear how long the center has
been in existence.

Staffing
The center staff consists of a Director (CIDDE), Director of
Classroom & Media Services, Director of Online
Programs, Director of Measurement & Evaluation of
Teaching, Director of Instructional Services, Manager of
Testing Center and Online Programs, Manager of
Educational Technology, Manager of Classroom
Services, Manager of Instructional Design, Manager of
Engineering & Systems Integration, Media Coordinator
for CIDDE Media Production, Instructional Technology
Manager, Business Manager, Manager of University
Event Support, Manager of Teaching Support, Manager
of Technology Services, and an additional (42) staff
members serving various roles.

PROGRAMMING OFFERED
Key Development Opportunities

Core Services/ Resources

Workshops/ Events/ Seminars;

Consultations;

TA Services;

Educational Technology Support; Classroom Services;

New Faculty Orientation;

Media and Event Services; Video/Photography/Graphic
Design;

Interconnectivity/
Learning Community
Social Media Presence

Pitt Online (online course development);
Office of Measurement and Evaluation of Teaching
(OMET);
Online Resource Materials on a variety of teachingrelated topics (tips and strategies);
CIDDE Connection Newsletter;
Blog

PROGRAM EVALUATION & ASSESSMENT
How is evidence of center impact
articulated?
Not indicated; No testimonials or
survey results provided; No
program evaluation plan or
metrics posted.

GENERAL
COMMENTS:

How does the center promote
assessment and its value?
The center has embedded
within its structure an Office
of Measurement and
Evaluation of Teaching
(OMET);

How does the center solicit “Voice of Customer”
input?
CIDDE Liaisons pay close attention to the
offerings and activities of CIDDE and provide input
and help us communicate about our workshops,
special events, training sessions, and new system
offerings and services. Typically, CIDDE Liaisons
serve for a minimum of two years and are largely
responsible for communicating to their group,
department, or organization about anything related
to CIDDE.

The mission of CIDDE is to promote excellence and innovation in teaching, learning and scholarly activities at
the University of Pittsburgh. Note: The website is easy to navigate and is well organized around services
provided. This center is structured in a similar way as the WVU Teaching & Learning Commons (with
elements of instructional design, media/graphic services, classroom technologies, faculty development, and
assessment all under one umbrella.) This is a somewhat uncommon model and makes this center a good
candidate for further exploration in this study.

UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT AUSTIN(as of February/March 2016)
INSTITUTIONAL INFORMATION
Center Name

The University of Texas at Austin Learning Sciences
Note: name has changed to the University of Texas at
Austin Center for Teaching and Learning.

Carnegie
Classification

Highest Research Activity

Website

http://learningsciences.utexas.edu/

Student
Enrollment

51,313

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE
Organizational Positioning

Funding

The center is formally acknowledged as a
“center” on the University of Texas at
Austin website but it is not clear
where it falls within the organization’s
larger structure;

There is no charge-back model
indicated on the website;
No funding information is provided
on the website.

The center has a physical address listed
of 1912 Speedway in Austin, TX;
It is unclear how long the center has
been in existence.

Staffing
The center staff consists of an Associate Vice
Provost for Learning Sciences, Director of
Learning Technologies, Director of
Research, Evaluation and Learning
Analytics, Associate Director of
Assessment, Associate Director for
Instructional Consultation, Associate
Director for Vendor Relations, Project
Managers (9), and an additional 31 staff
members to support center initiatives.

PROGRAMMING OFFERED
Key Development Opportunities

Core Services/ Resources

Workshop/Seminars;

Consultations;

Preparing Future College Teachers
Program;

Online resources on teaching topics such
as effective learning outcomes,
teaching large classes, and active
learning, technology-enhanced
learning, and flipped classroom
techniques;

Faculty Teaching Events;
New Faculty Symposium;
Curriculum Innovations Grants;
“Year of Open”: Learning Sciences and
University of Texas Libraries are
collaboratively programming events
and workshops to raise awareness of
open educational resources on
campus;

Vendor Management (assisting faculty in
vendor selection, negotiation, workorders, vendor management, and
reporting);
Course Instructor Surveys;
Test Scanning Services; Student Testing
Services;
Teaching Portfolio;
Peer Review of Teaching;

Interconnectivity/ Learning
Community
The Provost's Teaching Fellows Program
empowers faculty to advance
education through individual
initiatives that improve teaching and
learning at UT and participation in
campus-wide events that promote
the quality of education and its status
in the campus culture.;
“Campus Conversation” networking
groups provides an opportunity for
UT faculty, staff, students, and
administration to reflect together as a
campus community regarding the
unique value and future of the
undergraduate educational
experience at UT. Previous topics
have included technology-based
education and experiential learning.
Social Presence

PROGRAM EVALUATION & ASSESSMENT
How is evidence of center
impact articulated?

How does the center promote assessment and its value?

Not indicated; No
testimonials or survey
results provided; No
program evaluation
plan or metrics posted.

The center has a dedicated area on its website for “Assess Teaching”,
which offers a variety of resources related to instructional strategy
assessment, teacher effectiveness, course evaluation, and course
mapping. Included in this toolbox are classroom assessment
techniques (CATS), suggestion box options, mid-semester course
feedback resources, and course instructor surveys.

GENERAL
COMMENTS:

How does the center
solicit “Voice of
Customer” input?
Not indicated

Learning Sciences collaborates with instructors and academic units to create and enable transformative
learning experiences.

UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA(as of February/March 2016)
INSTITUTIONAL INFORMATION
Center Name

Center for Teaching Excellence (CTE)

Carnegie
Classification

Highest Research Activity

Website

http://cte.virginia.edu/

Student
Enrollment

23,732

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE
Organizational Positioning

Funding

The center is formally acknowledged as a
“center” on the University of Virginia
website but it is not clear where it falls
within the organization’s larger structure;

There is no charge-back model
indicated on the website;
No funding information is provided on
the website.

The Center has a physical address listed of
Hotel D, 24 East Range in
Charlottesville, VA;

Staffing
The center staff consists of an Executive
Director, Managing Director,
Associate Director, Postdoctoral
Research Associate, Full-Time
Support Staff (3), Graduate Student
Associates (3), and Undergraduate
Student Assistants (2).

The Center for Teaching Excellence (CTE)
was stablished in 1990.

PROGRAMMING OFFERED
Key Development Opportunities

Core Services/ Resources

Workshops/Seminars;

Consultations;

Course Design Institute;

Teaching with Technology Sessions;

Ignite (designed for newer faculty as
orientation);

Teaching Analysis Polls (TAPs);

Distinguished Teaching Professorships;

In-Class Observations; Peer
Observations;

Nucleus (aimed at improving STEM
education);

Large-Class Feedback;

University Academy of Teaching;

Online resources on a variety of
teaching-related topics such as
engaged learning, Occasional
Papers series, etc.

Innovation in Pedagogy Summit;

Interconnectivity/ Learning
Community
The center highlights the importance of
several collaborations across
campus specifically related to
networking on teaching and learning
issues;
Social Media Presence

Faculty Teaching Awards;

Library;
Blog

PROGRAM EVALUATION & ASSESSMENT
How is evidence of center impact
articulated?
Not indicated; No testimonials or survey
results provided; No program
evaluation plan or metrics posted.

GENERAL
COMMENTS:

How does the center promote
assessment and its value?
The Center regularly collaborates with
the Office of Institutional Assessment
& Studies in their work assessing
University- and school-wide
programs and activities.

How does the center solicit “Voice of
Customer” input?
Not indicated

The Center promotes excellence and innovation in teaching at the University of Virginia and contributes to
national and international conversations on teaching, learning, and professional development.
NOTE: The center promotes a confidentiality statement: Individual consultations are strictly confidential and
are driven by the faculty member’s goals.

VIRGINIA TECH(as of February/March 2016)
INSTITUTIONAL INFORMATION
Center Name

Center for Instructional Development and Educational
Research (CIDER)
Note: name has changed to the Center for Excellence in
Teaching and Learning.

Carnegie
Classification

Highest Research Activity

Website

http://www.cider.vt.edu/

Student
Enrollment

31,224

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE
Organizational Positioning

Funding

Staffing

The center is formally acknowledged as a
“center” on the Virginia Tech website
but it is not clear where it falls within
the organization’s larger structure;

There is no charge-back model indicated
on the website;
No funding information is provided on the
website.

The center staff consists of an Executive
Director/Assistant Provost for
Teaching & Learning, Associate
Director, Assistant Director, Senior
Associate, Professional Development
Fellow, Professional Development
Fellow, and an Office Manager.

Core Services/ Resources

Interconnectivity/ Learning
Community

The center has a physical address listed
of 111 Hillcrest Hall in Blacksburg,
VA;
It is unclear how long the center has
been in existence.

PROGRAMMING OFFERED
Key Development Opportunities
Workshops/Seminars;

Instructional Consulting;

Instructional Grants;

Peer Observations;

New Faculty/Early Career Teaching
Certificate; Scholarly Teaching
Certificate, Large Class Teaching
Certificate; Masterclass Teaching
Certificate;

Formative Mid-Semester Instructional
Evaluations;

Conferences: Higher Education
Pedagogy, Teaching Large Classes;
Academy of Teaching Excellence;
Diggs Teaching Scholars Program

Resource Guides on topics such as
pedagogy in practice, instructional
strategies, and assessment methods;

Faculty Study Groups (FSG) pursue
collective, sustained inquiry into
specific issues and questions about
teaching and learning in higher
education. Each FSG develops its
own topic of inquiry and devotes an
academic year to its study.
Social Media Presence

2-Minute Teaching Podcasts;
Access to Tomorrow’s Professor Online
Resources;
Teaching Awards & Recognition
Programs (e.g. Teacher of the Week,
Thank a Teacher, Scholarship of
Teaching & Learning Award)

PROGRAM EVALUATION & ASSESSMENT
How is evidence of center impact
articulated?
Not indicated; No testimonials or survey
results provided; No program
evaluation plan or metrics posted.

GENERAL
COMMENTS:

How does the center promote
assessment and its value?
While some assessment-related
resources are available, the center
itself does not clearly articulate an
assessment focus on the website.

How does the center solicit “Voice of
Customer” input?
Not indicated

Mission Statement: The Center for Instructional Development and Educational Research (CIDER) fosters the
design, development, implementation, and evaluation of disciplinary and interdisciplinary learner-centered
instruction; promotes and recognizes excellence in higher education instruction; supports and conducts
research on the scholarship of teaching and learning; and advocates for a campus climate that values
educating the whole student through effective, innovative and transformative instruction.

